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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 


THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED %1 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Haskama Hise ci Jeu nal el be ph 
Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria a 


Fana 2-349 braga sire Fire tgse” 
een Hie Te yee 
‘hot VO BAERS Kee = APERUGR AL TPT CAF? rect tye 915486 
pou 37 AR BPS "T1347 pease” RiVERt FRIG*S1 FETT ITT 
„itat pT FFE WER SNA WAT NbPOP FETT, POTRA 
pitini aPeinis PP wSe FS eS WER LESTE LS %17 F53 
Dre Va +t? ree KA nira pee bs Las PS WP = Braap 
POT Bea BEVIN Gh BRATTE, WT Sa "TEST 
REITT Ve PEE FS 7143597 111103 pres peta SIER FS 
s1n tse hsans b 1972973 Tee net PTE LE, FST Tey OEP Te yA 
bo PIINA nR EL son gra tere) aaa coe ATCA Hr RATS ĦA 
S123 172 [3 BS seat cheno ee SHUR ANASWA DDÀ gata 
tegen = 191737% [1m PIR RTL ade Pe prsasr BoM nai 
TYReS ERTAD reat Hees Tp BP = Yajóap altis pinar 
magha Fs http wed gin Tt aoe GAT 17g "EY pottan #7218 
S008? Wha, Baggot, | YR A Ia oa TPR RTE Aan 
sth Samce> HIRT od tei Pou RUM tee Tae Pw Se SRI- 
Ss Ss THY Ying e Eats Wet, VPLS 
BTUrUyr VS 97579271, Thys Spar Aapan Abe Yg T aed 
EEEE =i ETET T aE 


mt pig 


[rohe] 


The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 


X11 THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MORDECHAI ELIAHU WIN TN 


FORMER CHIEF RABBI OF ISRAEL å RICHON LEZION WyYY? RW?) WRIT IA Wd NWR H d S ka | | | d 


i t OWwNA ii 


13.5-137 sae Rabbi Mordechai 
Eliyahu 


nnp AAW ANY?) DNIT OND NID VIT DIMIN EN" PINDVYI NMN 
m9 "paan pibwa YPN PNI JINI - OYA NN NYT 1999 Try 02N 
NPA NIN P 0290701 PIVI NIIPI T83 yap - DYN AN NYT 
ANN AMA Ad ANA AY PN "7 WN NII WN DIDINI NRIMAN ND 2wNNI 
339272) "OJIN NI AY) ANDY NIV TY DJIN AD J NY 199999 NMT 
ITD ADAYA In IPANIMVY MINNI DNW JININ TI OMI" zow o"wa 

(2) aN" >) anny “aa ae Ma y WOD 252) EINNA MIA 


OYN DIIN WN JY NDP? NID OND JY ION? WIN IIN Iyo DIT 
nwy o"yaw AINA nvyvy ANN 7011 MTN AIINA nyn ovn 
DJIN MWIY DA NON T292 It N91) .OYN NN NYT TOJN - andaw AIINA 
vyn pq) -Dran 2992 INOI DINA NIDO TIOM NIN NIN MIN 
T1999 0199 929 NAW A TNIDY 2M) Doyin ONY my >am aywa 
Son ND J? 2 "YT Yria 137 YY ANI ,17799Y AD Jan OWA 
yom 'a"nI TaD YIM FIT AIM ope TY 1a p unvon 
TI NW) TINND AON ,NIINI ONIN AYYY N'o bw YOtTIx»DW 
OND Tsa ONIN owi D9YVITD AVY DYN  IW9D '99N1 T1022) 
D720 OYT PAININ DY 7)AT WAT AAXYI) 7192 NIVI DINI DWI 
T1N99 in NINSD ON NIAID AYIA INV PTD ,779WNF) J73ND DTI 

ant Niwwy7 99? 


OTI NWA OY DNA MAIN NWII AIIN PIV WAY AP NII IND 72979) 
Dp 9310 DM "5N TININD ybr ovv AIM WI" DY DB NAW ANI 
INY 19YI799 ANTPA DMD WI 933 2D 2AM AW 092721 

. DYN NN NYT 1999 199 19t NOW YI WW? 199199 NINNI 


Haw EMAL Py SVI MIST WR 237 ines ITA YSN Sa) omy 
NINIT MIND NIINIAN NIWA TIY 199 9790177 ,NITNNID NIIN DITAN? 
"29M MWIY IRENA , 101709 Ty 


NEII INNA ANS KEG) A Sen) eae’ SAP DO DN TIA Ma 


ff 
fe 
ie | ead 
SSNST 


NAYWD INIS OWNIA IIA 41789 YVR 


The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to forma single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. XIV A MESSAGE FROM RABBI / 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 

worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 

joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 

for the design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 

to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 

translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 

to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 

the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 

all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 

learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who 
wishes to access this instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the 
answer to those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and proofreaders, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation 
that has all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


This is the seventh volume of the project, tractate Pesahim, part 11. It in- 
cludes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagina- 
tion of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student 
to follow the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the 
customary marginalia. It also provides a clear English translation in con- 
temporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its 
graphic design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with 
a page-size block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic 
units. Thus, readers can focus their attention and absorb each discrete 
discussion before proceeding to the next unit. The design of each page 
allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task of reading. The 
illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edition, 
have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work ofa large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 

Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rav Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While explaining 
often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting the reader to 
study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the reader’s place. We 
have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the Koren Talmud Bavli. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor, and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora 
Ifrah. On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi 
Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu 
Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, 
is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for great clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Noé and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — to 
visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview for the English- 
speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered by Rabbi 
Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to pro- 
ceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 
approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Pesahim 


And this day shall be to you for a memorial, and you shall keep it as a feast to the Lord; through- 
out your generations you shall keep it as a feast by an ordinance forever. Seven days shall you 
eat matzot, yet on the first day you shall remove leaven out of your houses; for whoever eats 
leavened bread from the first day until the seventh day, that soul shall be cut off from Israel. And 
on the first day there shall be a sacred convocation, and on the seventh day there shall be a sacred 
convocation to you; no kind of labor shall be done on them, save that which every man must eat, 
only that may be done by you. 


(Exodus 12:14-16) 


Matzot shall be eaten seven days; and no leavened bread shall be seen with you, neither shall 
there be leaven seen with you, in all your quarters. 


(Exodus 13:7) 


Your lamb shall be without blemish, a male of the first year; you shall take it from the sheep, or 
from the goats. And you shall keep it until the fourteenth day of this month, and the whole as- 
sembly of the congregation of Israel shall slaughter it in the afternoon...And they shall eat the 
meat on that night, roast with fire, and matzot; with bitter herbs they shall eat it. Do not eat of 
it raw, nor boiled in water; but roast it with fire, its head with its legs and with its inner parts. 


(Exodus 12:5-6, 8-9) 


Observe the month of aviv, and offer the Paschal lamb to the Lord your God; for in the month of 
aviv the Lord your God brought you out of Egypt by night. And you shall slaughter the Paschal 
offering to the Lord your God from the flock and from the herd, in the place which the Lord shall 
choose to rest His name there. You shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days shall you eat 
matzot with it, the bread of affliction; for you came out of the land of Egypt in haste, that you 
may remember the day when you came out of the land of Egypt all the days of your life. 


(Deuteronomy 16:1-3) 


Speak to the children of Israel, saying: Any man of you or your generations who shall be impure 
by reason of a corpse, or on a distant journey, he shall keep the Passover to the Lord. On the 
fourteenth day of the second month at evening they shall keep it, and eat it with matzot and bitter 
herbs. They shall leave none of it to the morning, nor break any bone of it; according to the entire 
statute of the Paschal lamb they shall offer it. But the man who is ritually pure, and is not on a 
journey, and refrains from offering the Paschal lamb, that soul shall be cut off from his people; be- 
cause he did not bring the offering of the Lord in its appointed season, that man shall bear his sin. 


(Numbers 9:10-13) 


The Torah actually describes two distinct Festivals collectively referred to as Passover, 
although they are often thought of as a single holiday. First is the festival of Pesah, 
referring specifically to the Festival surrounding the Paschal lamb, which is sacrificed 
on the afternoon of the fourteenth day of Nisan and consumed later that night. This 
parallels the events immediately preceding the exodus from Egypt. Distinct from this 
is the festival of Matzot, the weeklong Festival beginning on the fifteenth of Nisan and 
characterized by the prohibitions against consuming or possessing leaven throughout 
the week, and the obligation to eat matza on the first night. This commemorates 
the actual exodus. There is a confluence of these two Festivals on the evening of the 
fifteenth, when the Paschal lamb is eaten and the festival of Matzot begins. 
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Tractate Pesahim, which deals with both Festivals, is classically divided into two sec- 
tions. The first, tractate Pesah Rishon, discusses the halakhot of the festival of Matzot, 
including the prohibition of leaven, its elimination from one’s possession, and the 
mitzva to consume matza. The second, tractate Pesah Sheni, deals with the festival of 
Pesah and the halakhot of the Paschal lamb. Some suggest that it is for this reason that 
the tractate as a whole is entitled Pesahim, the plural of Pesah, since it includes within 
it these two tractates of Pesah. 


The tractate also deals with two Pesahim in a different sense. Ideally, the Paschal lamb 
is to be sacrificed on the fourteenth of Nisan and consumed later that night. However, 
those who are unable to do so have a second opportunity a month later, on the four- 
teenth of Iyyar and later that night. The first opportunity is called Pesah Rishon, the first 
Passover, and the second is called Pesah Sheni, the second Passover. 


As stated, the festival of Matzot is characterized by the prohibition against eating or pos- 
sessing leaven. Remarkably, the reason for this prohibition is neither explained by the 
Torah nor discussed in the Gemara. It is instructive, however, that a similar prohibition 
of leaven also applies to the sacrificial rite; namely, that no leaven may be offered on 
the altar. Instead, all grain-based offerings are unleavened. This may indicate that the 
exclusive consumption of unleavened produce achieves elements of purity and sanctity. 


The Torah states the prohibitions concerning leaven only in general terms but never 
defines precisely what is intended: Which types of food can become leavened, what is 
the precise definition of being leavened, and does the prohibition apply to items that 
will not be eaten? Similarly, the prohibition against possessing leaven necessitates that 
it be removed from one’s home. However, the many practical implications of this are 
not explained by the Torah. When and how should the leaven be removed from one’s 
possession? Obviously, throughout the year leaven is constantly found in the home. 
Which areas of the home need to be checked? In what manner and to what extent? The 
prohibition against leaven includes both eating it and deriving benefit from it. What is 
included in this prohibition? This question itself raises more general issues regarding 
other prohibited foods and items from which one is not allowed to gain benefit. All 
these topics are discussed in the first section of the tractate, Pesah Rishon. 


The second section of the tractate, Pesah Sheni, provides a detailed discussion of all 
aspects of the rite of the Paschal lamb and the Temple service surrounding it. This 
section closely resembles tractates within the order of Kodashim, which deals with 
the sacrificial rite. The style of the Gemara’s analysis of the sacrificial rite differs signifi- 
cantly from that employed by the Gemara in other areas. Heavy emphasis is placed on 
hermeneutics, and references to halakhot given to Moses at Sinai are more prominent. 
Principles derived in one area of the Temple service are not always immediately applied 
to another, as each aspect of the service maintains an independent identity. 


Owing to the great sanctity of the offerings, there is a plethora of rules that apply to ev- 
ery stage of their rites. Significantly, and unlike most other mitzvot, emphasis is placed 
not only on the correct physical performance of the rite but also on the intentions of 
those involved. Improper intent can even, at times, entirely disqualify an offering. 


The Paschal lamb is, in one regard, just one of the many different offerings sacrificed in 
the Temple. As such, all the halakhot that apply to regular offerings apply to a Paschal 
lamb. For example, the sacrifice of all offerings comprises four sacrificial rites, all indis- 
pensable: The animal is slaughtered; its blood is collected in a holy vessel; it is carried 
to the altar; and then the blood is sprinkled upon the altar. Each of these rites must be 
performed correctly, and failure to do so can disqualify the offering. In addition, the 
many types of offerings are grouped into different subcategories, each with its own 
halakhot. The Paschal lamb is included within various subcategories, which provide a 
second level of halakhot that must be followed. 
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However, there are many halakhot that are unique to the Paschal lamb. For most 
offerings, the consumption of its meat, whether by the priests or by those bringing 
the offering, is of minor importance. Even if an offering might never be consumed, 
it may still be permissible to bring it. Not so for the Paschal lamb. The consumption 
ofits meat by those bringing it is one of its central purposes, and a Paschal lamb that 
will not be eaten may not be brought at all. There are therefore numerous halakhot 
pertaining to its preparation and consumption. This includes the way it is roasted, 
the need for those who wish to partake of it to be registered into a group beforehand, 
and the manner in which it is eaten. 


The Paschal lambs that were sacrificed by the children of Israel in Egypt provide a 
paradigm for the Paschal lambs that are to be sacrificed each year throughout the 
generations. Accordingly, many of the halakhot of the Paschal lamb parallel those 
that were given to the children of Israel in Egypt. In this way the Paschal lamb is able 
to serve as a remembrance of the exodus from Egypt throughout the generations. 


The tractate is structured chronologically, beginning with the required preparations 
before the Festival begins, including the elimination of leaven from one’s possession. 
It then proceeds to discuss the sacrificing of the Paschal lamb on the fourteenth of 
Nisan, and concludes with the details of the Seder night on the fifteenth. In the first 
few chapters of the tractate, incidental to the discussion of the elimination of leaven 
from one’s possession, it provides a more general discussion of the nature of the 
prohibitions pertaining to leavened bread. 


The following chapters comprise tractate Pesah Sheni: 


Chapter Five, which was printed in Volume One of tractate Pesahim, discusses the 
time and the manner in which the Paschal lamb is sacrificed. 


Chapter Six deals with the special case in which the fourteenth of Nisan occurs 
on Shabbat. It discusses how the Paschal lamb is to be sacrificed in such a case. It 
delineates which aspects of the rite are maintained just as they are when it occurs 
on a weekday and which ones are changed in consideration for the sanctity and 


prohibitions of Shabbat. 


Chapter Seven describes the manner in which the Paschal lamb is roasted as well as 
other more general topics that pertain to offerings. It also includes a discussion of 
what should be done if an animal consecrated as a Paschal lamb is lost or disqualified 
in some other way before its consumption. 


Chapter Eight delineates for whom a Paschal lamb may be sacrificed and some of the 
halakhot pertaining to registering in a group for a Paschal lamb. 


Chapter Nine discusses the rules of who fulfills his obligation with the first Pesah and 
who is considered unable to do so and must postpone his fulfillment to the follow- 
ing month with the second Pesah, as well as the halakhot of the second Pesah. It also 
discusses the differences between the Paschal lamb in Egypt and the ones sacrificed 
throughout the generations. 


Chapter Ten is considered part of tractate Pesah Rishon. It details the halakhot of the 
seder and describes the various practices involved, including the recitation of the 
Haggadah and its associated songs and praises. 
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Let the children of Israel offer the Paschal lamb in its 
appointed time. In the fourteenth day of this month, 
at evening, you shall offer it in its appointed season; 
according to all its statutes and according to all its or- 
dinances shall you offer it. 


(Numbers 9:2-3) 


And you shall slaughter the Paschal offering to the Lord 
your God from the flock and from the herd, in the place 


which the Lord shall choose to rest His name there. 


Deuteronomy 16:2) 
y 


And they roasted the Paschal offering with fire accord- 
ing to the ordinance; but the other sacred offerings they 
boiled in pots and in cauldrons and in pans, and carried 
them swiftly among all the people. 


(11 Chronicles 35:13) 


The previous chapter discussed the slaughter of the Paschal lamb in broad terms. 
This chapter focuses on the specific case of when Passover eve occurs on Shabbat. 
Tradition teaches that the Paschal lamb is slaughtered even on Shabbat. However, 
clearly not every action associated with the Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat, and it 
must be clarified which aspects of the rite may be performed in the same manner as 
they are on a weekday and which aspects must be adjusted or even neglected so as 
not to desecrate the sanctity of Shabbat. 


It must be identified which aspects of the rite of the Paschal lamb are a fundamental 
part ofit. Just as the Paschal lamb itself overrides Shabbat, these aspects do as well. In 
addition, it must be clarified whether the dispensation to sacrifice the Paschal lamb 
on Shabbat always applies to all the activities performed for that goal or whether it 
is limited to cases in which a valid Paschal lamb is sacrificed properly. For example, 
if one slaughtered a Paschal lamb, and it turns out to have been invalid, is he consid- 
ered to have desecrated Shabbat, obligating him to bring a sin-offering? In essence, 
the question is whether a person’s attempt to fulfill a mitzva exempts him from any 
unwitting violation of Shabbat caused in the process. 


Essentially an independent topic, the Festival peace-offering that is often brought to- 
gether with the Paschal lamb is also dealt with in this chapter. While hinted to in the 
Torah, the details of this offering are not clear. The chapter attempts to clarify many 
of the halakhot of this offering, especially whether it may be sacrificed on Shabbat. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N These are the matters related to the Pas- 
chal lamb that override Shabbat, when 
the eve of Passover occurs on Shabbat: Its slaughter,’ the sprin- 
kling ofits blood,’ the cleaning ofits intestines" and the burn- 
ing of its fats on the altar, all of which are services that must be 
performed on Passover eve while it is still day. However, its 
roasting® and the washing of its intestines, which need not be 
done by day, do not override Shabbat; rather, one waits until 
after Shabbat to perform these tasks. Carrying the Paschal lamb 
through a public domain does not override Shabbat. The Paschal 
offering consisted of either a lamb or a goat, sometimes quite 
young and unable to walk the entire way, so that it had to be 
carried on a person’s shoulders. Similarly, bringing it from out- 
side the Shabbat limit and cutting off its wart do not override 
Shabbat, as all these tasks could have been performed before 
Shabbat. A wart is considered a blemish that disqualifies the 
animal from being brought as an offering, but once the wart is 
removed, the animal is fit to be sacrificed on the altar. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: All of these procedures override Shabbat." 


Rabbi Eliezer said: Could this not be derived through an a 
fortiori inference?’ If slaughter, which is ordinarily forbidden 
on Shabbat as a biblically prohibited labor, nonetheless over- 
rides Shabbat when performed for the sake of the Paschal lamb, 
then these activities, namely carrying the animal, bringing it 
from outside the Shabbat limit, and the like, which are prohib- 
ited due to rabbinic decree," should they not override Shab- 
bat? Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: The law governing a Festival 
proves otherwise, for the Torah permitted on it acts that are 
normally prohibited as labor, such as slaughtering, cooking, and 
baking, and yet it is forbidden to do on it acts that are prohib- 
ited due to rabbinic decree. Thus, we cannot derive policy with 
regard to rabbinic prohibitions from the rules that govern Torah 
laws. 


The cleaning of its intestines — wayp m: It is splined 
in the Jerusalem Talmud that this was done so that people 
would not say that the sacrificial parts are brought from 
a filthy offering. Therefore, cleaning the intestines is listed 
among the activities performed for the sake of God rather 
than for those eating the sacrifice, since according to 
this interpretation, its purpose is for the glory of Heaven 
(Melekhet Shlomo). 


Could this not be derived through an a fortiori inference - 
NIT pt xom: Tosafot explain that Rabbi Eliezer put forward 
this argument only according to the opinion of the Rabbis. He, 
himself, does not need this proof because he maintains that 
all activities that facilitate the performance of a command- 
ment that overrides Shabbat may be performed on Shabbat, 
even if they violate primary categories of labor, and even if 
they could have been done before Shabbat. Therefore, Rabbi 
Eliezer's argument must be understood as follows: He himself 


Overriding Shabbat for the Paschal lamb - naw n»n 
nbs qish: If the eve of Passover occurs on Shabbat, slaugh- 
tering the Paschal lamb, sprinkling its blood, cleaning its 
intestines, and burning its fats override the laws of Shabbat 
and are performed in the usual manner. However, roasting 
it and washing its intestines do not override Shabbat law. In 


maintains that even a primary category of labor is permitted in 
preparation for the Paschal lamb. However, the Rabbis should 
at least permit activities that are generally prohibited by 
rabbinic decrees. 


These activities, which are prohibited due to rabbinic 
decree - maw own jw Jy: It is possible that the Rabbis, 
who disagree ‘with Rabbi Eliezer, maintain that even these 
activities, which Rabbi Eliezer took for granted as rabbinically 
prohibited, are actually prohibited as primary categories of 
labor. For instance, carrying the animal falls into a primary 
category, because the Rabbis do not accept the opinion 
of ben Beteira that a living being carries itself. Bringing the 
animal from outside the Shabbat limit is a Torah prohibition, 
because the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Akiva that the law of 
Shabbat limits is a Torah law (Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). 


addition, carrying the animal and transporting it from outside 
the Shabbat limit do not override Shabbat law, although they 
are prohibited only by rabbinic decree. Using a utensil to 
remove a moist wart from the animal also does not override 
Shabbat. The halakha follows the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:18). 


Slaughter of the Paschal lamb 


Sprinkling of its blood — i21 Np»: The requirement to slaughter 
the Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood must be performed on the 
eve of Passover and cannot be postponed, even when the eve of 
Passover falls on Shabbat. 


Priests sprinkling the blood of the Paschal lambs 


Roasting - iby: The Paschal lamb may not be roasted on the 
eve of Passover if the eve of Passover falls on Shabbat. 


Roasting of the Paschal lamb 


DAT p: PEREK VI-65B 7 
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BACKGROUND 
Sprinkling — n7: 


Family waiting to be sprinkled with the purifying waters 


HALAKHA 

Sprinkling on Shabbat - nawa mgt: If one is ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse and the seventh day of his impurity 
occurs on the eve of Passover that is also Shabbat, the purify- 
ing waters are not sprinkled on him, although the prohibition 
involved is only of rabbinic origin. The person will have to bring 
his offering during the second Pesah, following the opinions 
of Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:6). 


Perek VI 
Daf66 Amuda 


8  PEREKVI- 66A- ADIT PW 


aywiny mt mg six a mh wax 
II DUT MYD Aw) me AD 
OTD PSI TNI WON) NIDY 
- May owe wn AA Dw 
OX TIN JX FAW Me ANT ANY) 
Dwn yw’ by ANY, she by ann 
mig inp x - maw own jm myn 

naw 


righ TD ats wy pag a wos 
anit toxdn own KTE mom ox 
May OW TY INI- NWI NK 

ANAT NN TTITO pt iYX 


Dx TATIN te apy a7 15 vox 
anit AS MAY DWN NIY ANIA 
Dwa KWID Men naw ox 
ny ann xbw pI iny — nxn 
KDY : nog 137 vor naw 
-riyin Aina DW mA NPY 

awa pa bina pa 


byy avin > Kag yar sb qx 
CD/PY DTK bbs imma) vina 
a9 aniwy) WOK nxn bs 
TOM! NAWI Ants Ay - naw 
- naw ayy ADWY? way NY 

Dawa me anit 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: What is this, Yehoshua? How can 
you suggest such a weak proof? What proof can be deduced 
from optional activities that would apply to a mitzva? How 
does the fact that rabbinic decrees remain in effect on a Festi- 
val with respect to optional activities prove that one is also 
forbidden to transgress a rabbinic decree in order to fulfill the 
mitzva of offering the Paschal lamb? Rabbi Akiva responded 
and said in defense of Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion: Sprinkling® 
the purifying water of a red heifer upon someone who had 
contracted ritual impurity through contact with a corpse 
proves the matter, for it is done for the sake of a mitzva, in 
order to allow the person to offer the Paschal lamb, and it is 
prohibited only due to rabbinic decree, and nonetheless it 
does not override Shabbat, for the purification rite is not 
performed on the eve of Passover that falls on Shabbat." So, 
too, you should not be surprised about these activities, 
namely carrying the animal, bringing it from outside the Shab- 
bat limit, and cutting off its wart, that although they are per- 
formed for the sake of a mitzva and they are prohibited only 
due to rabbinic decree, they do not override Shabbat. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: I do not accept this proof. With 
regard to this sprinkling itself, I infer that it, too, is permitted 
for the same reason: If slaughter, which is a biblically prohib- 
ited labor, overrides Shabbat, is it not right that sprinkling 
the purifying water of a red heifer, which is prohibited only 
due to rabbinic decree, should override Shabbat? You can- 
not challenge me based on a premise with which I disagree. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Eliezer: Or perhaps we can reverse 
the order of your argument and say the opposite: If, as we 
know by accepted tradition, sprinkling the purifying water 
on Shabbat, which is prohibited only due to rabbinic decree, 
does not override Shabbat, then with regard to slaughter, 
which is prohibited as a biblically prohibited labor, is it not 
right that it should not override Shabbat? Therefore, it 
should be prohibited to slaughter the Paschal lamb when the 
eve of Passover occurs on Shabbat. Rabbi Eliezer said to him: 
Akiva, how can you say this? You have thus uprooted what is 
written in the Torah: “Let the children of Israel offer the 
Paschal lamb in its appointed time” (Numbers 9:2); the 
phrase “at its appointed time” indicates that the offering must 
be brought on that day, whether it is a weekday or Shabbat. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Eliezer: My teacher, bring me an 

appointed time stated in the Torah for these tasks, namely, 
carrying the animal or bringing it from outside the Shabbat 

limits, like the appointed time stated with respect to slaugh- 
ter. The Paschal lamb must be slaughtered on the fourteenth 

of Nisan, but there is no fixed time when the animal must be 

brought to the Temple, and it is therefore possible to transport 

it before Shabbat. Rabbi Akiva stated a principle: Any pro- 
hibited labor required for the offering of the sacrifice that can 

be performed on the eve of Shabbat does not override 

Shabbat; slaughter, which cannot be performed on the eve 

of Shabbat, overrides Shabbat. 
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C E M ARA The Sages taught a baraita with regard to the 


basic halakha governing the eve of Passover 
that occurs on Shabbat: This law was forgotten by the sons of 
Beteira,"” who were the leaders of their generation. The fourteenth 
of Nisan once occurred on Shabbat, and they forgot and did not 
know whether the Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat or not. They 
said: Is there any person who knows whether the Paschal lamb 
overrides Shabbat or not? They said to them: There is a certain 
man in Jerusalem who came up from Babylonia, and Hillel’ the 
Babylonian is his name. At one point, he served the two most 
eminent scholars of the generation, Shemaya and Avtalyon, and 
he certainly knows whether the Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat 
or not. The sons of Beteira sent messengers and called for 
him. They said to him: Do you know whether the Paschal lamb 
overrides Shabbat or not? He said to them: Have we but one 
Paschal lamb during the year that overrides Shabbat? Do we not 
have many more than two hundred Paschal lambs," i.e., sacrifices, 
during the year that override Shabbat? 


They said to him: From where do you know this? He said to them: 


“Its appointed time” is stated with regard to the Paschal lamb and 
“its appointed time’ is also stated with regard to the daily offering, 


for the verse says: “Command the children of Israel and say to them, 
My offering, the provision of My sacrifice made with fire, for a sweet 


savor to Me, shall you observe to offer Me at its appointed time” 


(Numbers 28:2). From here we learn that the daily offering is brought 
even on Shabbat. Thus, the daily morning and afternoon offerings 
are brought on more than fifty Shabbatot over the course of the year, 
and two sheep are offered every Shabbat as additional offerings, for 
a total of more than two hundred sacrifices a year that override Shab- 
bat. Just as the expression “its appointed time,” which is stated 
with regard to the daily offering, indicates that it overrides Shabbat, 
so too “its appointed time,” which is stated with regard to the 
Paschal lamb, indicates that it overrides Shabbat. 


PERSONALITIES 


The sons of Beteira - 712 9a: The sons of Beteira were the heads 
of a well-known family that produced prominent individuals even 
several generations after the destruction of the Temple. The sons 
of Beteira appear to have had a unique standing in the spiritual 
leadership of the nation over the course of several generations, 
despite the fact that they may never have enjoyed the formal 
status of Nasi. Even after the destruction of the Temple, Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai consulted with them before establishing an 
important halakha. 


Hillel - dba: Hillel, referred to as the Elder due to his position 
in the Sanhedrin, was born in Babylonia and lived in Jerusalem 
during the time of King Herod and the Roman Emperor Augus- 
us, about a hundred years before the destruction of the Sec- 
ond Temple. He and his colleague Shammai were the last of the 
zugot, the pairs of tanna'im who played a role in establishing the 
ishna. 

Although Hillel and Shammai established two distinct schools, 
Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, and their disciples were involved in 
many controversies, Hillel and Shammai themselves disagreed 
only with regard to three or four cases. The real difference between 
hem was one of character. Hillel was a calm and gentle individual 
who avoided conflict whenever possible, whereas Shammai was 
stern and uncompromising. When approached by a potential con- 
vert whom Shammai had rejected because he wished to learn the 
entire Torah on one leg, Hillel offered him the maxim: That which 
is hateful to you, do not do to your fellow. That is the whole Torah, 
and the rest is its interpretation; go and learn. 

According to tradition, Hillel arrived in Eretz Yisrael to study at 
age forty in a state of poverty, but his perseverance brought him to 
the attention of Shemaya and Avtalyon, the heads of the academy, 
who welcomed him into the study hall. Ultimately, serving those 
scholars allowed him to settle questions whose solutions were 
unknown to others, and he was appointed head of the Sanhedrin. 

The Gemara compares Hillel to Ezra the Scribe, crediting him 
with reestablishing Torah at a period in history when it was being 


forgotten (Sukka 20a). His disciples were praised, as well. According 
to the Gemara, Hillel the Elder had eighty students: Thirty of them 
were worthy that the Divine Presence should rest upon them like 
Moses, thirty that the sun should stand still for them, as it did for 
Joshua the son of Nun, twenty were average, with the greatest 


among them Yonatan ben Uzziel and the least among them Rab- 


ban Yohanan ben Zakkai desi 28a). 


View of the burial cave of Hillel from inside 


NOTES 


This law was forgotten by the sons of Beteira - mba 
x2 a mayn jt: The question is asked in the 
Jerusalem Talmud: How could they have forgotten this 
halakha, seeing that Passover eve occurs on Shabbat 
at least once every twenty years, or as it says there, 
once every two sabbatical cycles? The answer is given 
that their forgetfulness was caused by heaven in order 
to allow Hillel's rise to prominence. The author of the 
Terumat HaDeshen suggests that in those times, when 
the month was sanctified based on the testimony 
of witnesses to the new moon, it would have been 
possible for Passover eve not to occur on Shabbat for 
many years. An alternate explanation is that the court 
that had served previously had been dominated by 
Sadducees and was not proficient in halakha. Still 
other commentaries assert that their question was not 
whether or not the Paschal lamb should be offered on 
Shabbat, but whether or not it was necessary to per- 
form the biblically prohibited labors that the offering 
involved in an unusual manner, such as two people 
slaughtering together. In this way, the violation of 
Shabbat law on the Torah level would be avoided. 
Their concern was the possibility that the Sages had 
made a rabbinic decree prohibiting the violation of 
the primary categories of labor even for the purpose 
of the Paschal lamb (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


More than two hundred Paschal lambs - ni’ 
Dns DONAN: Three versions of this statement are 
cited in the Jerusalem Talmud: The first reading is 
more than a hundred sacrifices, which includes only 
the daily offerings sacrificed on Shabbat. The second 
text is more than two hundred, indicating the daily 
offerings as well as the additional offerings of Shabbat. 
The third version, following the reading of the Tosefta, 
is more than three hundred, which also includes the 
additional offerings of Festivals and those of New 
Moons that occur on Shabbat. 
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NOTES 


A fortiori inference - sain bp: One of the fundamental 
principles of rabbinic exegesis, the a fortiori inference 
appears in all of the standard lists of exegetical rules. In 
essence, it is a rule of logical argumentation by means of 
which a comparison is drawn between two cases, one 
enient and the other stringent. It asserts that if the ha- 
lakha is stringent in a case where we are usually lenient, 
hen it will certainly be stringent in a more serious case; 
ikewise, if the halakha is lenient in a case where we are 
usually not lenient, it will certainly be lenient in a less 
serious case. A fortiori argumentation is already found in 
he Bible, and lists of biblical verses containing a fortiori 
arguments are found in the Talmud. This is one of the most 
commonly encountered exegetical principles since a for- 
tiori inferences can be drawn even without support from 
radition, as opposed to the verbal analogy, for example. 
Sometimes, the Sages referred to a fortiori inferences as 
ogical argumentation [din]. 


What caused this to happen to you, that | should come 

up from Babylonia — Saan TYY ob D82: Based on 

he wording of the Gemara, some commentaries posited 

hat Hillel the Elder returned to Babylonia after having 

studied intensively with Shemaya and Avtalyon, and he 

happened to make a pilgrimage from Babylonia that Pass- 
over (Maharsha; /yyei HaYam). 


Forgot and did not bring a knife - wan xh) Mow pap: 
nthe Jerusalem Talmud it states that this discussion took 
place on that very Shabbat, and that most of the people 
had forgotten to bring knives before Shabbat. 


If they are not prophets — 17 DWI prs ON: The Josefta 
reads: Leave it to them, for the Divine Spirit is upon them; 
if they are not prophets, they are the sons of prophets. 


Verbal analogy — mw ma: A fundamental talmudic prin- 
ciple of biblical interpretation, appearing in all standard 
lists of exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase 
appears in two places in the Torah, and a certain halakha 
is explicitly stated in one of these places, one may infer on 
the basis of a verbal analogy that the same halakha must 
apply in the other case as well. Consequently, the infer- 
ences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on verbal 
identity, rather than on conceptual similarity. For example, 
the Torah states that those convicted of certain types of 
sorcery shall surely be put to death; they shall stone them 
with stones; their blood shall be upon them” (Leviticus 
20:27). Since this verse uses the expression: “Their blood 
shall be upon them,’ when speaking of death by stoning, 
the Talmud infers by verbal analogy that in all cases where 
this expression is used, capital punishment is inflicted by 
stoning. Usually inferences can be drawn through verbal 
analogy only if the identical word or phrase appears in 
both of the verses being compared, although a verbal 
analogy may occasionally be drawn even if the words 
being compared are not identical, provided that their 
meanings are similar. 


LANGUAGE 
Rebuking them [mekanteran] — jwp: Related to the 
Greek root xévtpov, kentron, meaning something sharp 
and stinging. The Hebrew-Aramaic root is derived from 
this word and means to sting with words. 
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And furthermore, it is an a fortiori inference:" If the daily of- 
fering, the neglect of which is not punishable by karet, over- 
rides Shabbat, is it not right that the Paschal lamb, the neglect 
of which is punishable by karet, should override Shabbat? 


After Hillel brought these proofs, they immediately seated him 

at the head and appointed him Nasi over them, and he ex- 
pounded the laws of Passover that entire day. In the course of 
his teaching, he began rebuking them [mekanteran]! them 

with words. He said to them: What caused this to happen to 

you, that I should come up from Babylonia" and become Nasi 

over you? It was the laziness in you that you did not serve the 

two most eminent scholars of the generation living in Eretz 

Yisrael, Shemaya and Avtalyon. 


They said to Hillel: Our teacher, if one forgot and did not 
bring a knife" on the eve of Shabbat and cannot slaughter his 
Paschal lamb, what is the law? Since he could have brought the 
knife before Shabbat, he cannot bring it on Shabbat; but what 
should he do in this situation? He said to them: I once heard 
this halakha from my teachers but I have forgotten it. But 
leave it to the Jewish people; if they are not prophets" to 
whom God has revealed His secrets, they are the sons of 
prophets, and will certainly do the right thing on their own. 


The next day, on Shabbat that was the eve of Passover, one 
whose Paschal offering was a lamb took the knife and stuck it 
in its wool; and one whose Paschal offering was a goat, which 
does not have wool, stuck it between its horns. Hillel saw the 
incident and remembered the halakha that he had once 
learned and said: This is the tradition I received from the 
mouths of Shemaya and Avtalyon, meaning that this is in fact 
the proper course of action." This concludes the text of the ba- 
raita and the Gemara will begin to elucidate it. 


The Master said above: “Its appointed time” is stated with 
regard to the Paschal lamb and “its appointed time” is stated 
with regard to the daily offering. Just as “its appointed time, 
which is stated with regard to the daily offering, indicates that 
it overrides Shabbat, so too “its appointed time,” which is 
stated with regard to the Paschal lamb, indicates that it over- 
rides Shabbat. And from where do we derive that the daily 
offering itself overrides Shabbat? If we say because “in its 

appointed time” is written in its regard, “in its appointed 

time” is also written with regard to the Paschal lamb. Were it 
possible to derive from this expression that the sacrifice is of- 
fered even on Shabbat, it would not be necessary to derive the 

law governing the Paschal lamb from a verbal analogy" between 

the daily offering and the Paschal lamb. 


> 


Rather, you must conclude that the expression “its appointed 
time,” which is stated with regard to the Paschal lamb, does not 
indicate to Hillel that the Torah was so particular about the 
timing of the Paschal lamb that its slaughter overrides Shabbat. 
Here too, with regard to the daily offering, you must say that 


“its appointed time” does not indicate to him that it is brought 


on Shabbat, and so this expression is not the source of this law. 
Rather, the law is derived from the verse that states: “The 
burnt-offering of Shabbat on its Shabbat, beside the con- 
tinual burnt-offering and its libation” (Numbers 28:10), from 
which it may be inferred that the daily burnt-offering is 
brought even on Shabbat. 


Carrying a knife for the Paschal lamb — nosh pao nabin: 
This applies if, on the eve of Passover that occurs on Shab- 
bat, one had forgotten to bring a knife to the Temple be- 
fore Shabbat. If his sacrifice is a lamb, he should stick the 
knife in its wool; and if his sacrifice is a goat, he should stick 


HALAKHA 


the knife between its horns. Although this involves a viola- 
tion of the prohibition to drive a laden animal on Shabbat, 
since it is being done in an unusual fashion for the purpose 
of a mitzva, it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:19). 
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The Gemara raises another question: The Master said in that same 
baraita: And furthermore, it is an a fortiori inference: If the daily 
offering, the neglect of which is not punishable by karet, overrides 
Shabbat, is it not right that the Paschal lamb, the neglect of which 
is punishable by karet, should override Shabbat? The Gemara 
points out that there is room to refute the logic of this argument: 
What is unique about the daily offering that enables it to override 
Shabbat? That it is frequent, and something that is frequent always 
takes precedence; and also that it is totally consumed on the altar, 
unlike the Paschal lamb, most of which is eaten by human beings. The 
Gemara explains that this is what happened: Hillel first told them 
the a fortiori inference, but they refuted it" and proved that it was 
not reliable, as explained above; and then he told them the verbal 
analogy, anda verbal analogy is based on an oral tradition originating 
from Moses at Sinai and must be accepted. 


The Gemara asks: But since Hillel learned this verbal analogy from 
his teachers, why do I need an a fortiori inference? Why did he add 
a logical argument of his own if he had an explicit verbal tradition 
that this was the halakha? The Gemara answers: Rather, he said it 
for them, to show that they had not sufficiently exerted themselves 
in clarifying this halakha: Granted, you did not learn the verbal 
analogy on your own, because you acted according to the principle 
that one may not expound a verbal analogy on one’s own. Since 
there is no limit to the laws that one can extract using this method of 
derivation, such a derivation is only legitimate if it has been transmit- 
ted as part of the oral tradition, and apparently they did not learn this 
verbal analogy from their teachers. But an a fortiori inference, which 
one can derive on one’s own, you should have derived and you 
would then have known how to resolve this question. They said to 
him: It is a faulty a fortiori inference, as we have shown that it can 
be easily refuted. 


The Master said further in the baraita: The next day, one whose 
Paschal offering was a lamb stuck the knife in its wool, and one 
whose Paschal offering was a goat stuck it between its horns so as 
to avoid carrying the knife on Shabbat. 


But surely he did work with consecrated animals, using the lambs 
and goats that had been consecrated as sacrifices to transport the 
knife, and it is forbidden to make use of consecrated animals. The 
Gemara answers that the person acted here in accordance with 
the opinion of Hillel, as it was taught in a baraita: They said about 
Hillel that no one ever misused his burnt-offering. How did he 
ensure this? He was careful not to consecrate the animal in advance, 
but rather he would bring it in an unconsecrated state to the 
Temple courtyard’ and there he would consecrate it, and then 
immediately he would place his hand on its head® and slaughter 
it. On that day, those who used their Paschal lambs and goats to 
transport knives consecrated their animals only after they arrived in 
the Temple courtyard. 


_ NOTES © 


He would bring it in an unconsecrated state to the Temple 
courtyard — ay pon AWIN: Tosafot question this practice, 
pointing out that bringing an unconsecrated animal into the 
Temple courtyard is prohibited. Consistent with their own view 
of this prohibition, they answer that merely bringing an uncon- 
secrated animal into the Temple courtyard is in fact permitted. 


According to Rashi and the Rambam, however, bringing an 
unconsecrated animal into the Temple courtyard is indeed 
prohibited. Therefore, it must be explained that Hillel did not 
actually bring the animals into the courtyard and then conse- 
crate them, but rather he consecrated them at the entrance to 
the courtyard (Ran; Meir’). 


= NOTES — 

Hillel first told them the a fortiori inference, but they re- 
futed it - ma xvas vas aim bp : The Jerusalem 
Talmud quotes a different version of this incident. There, it 
also says that the sons of Beteira refuted Hillel’s attempt to 
derive this law from a juxtaposition and from an a fortiori 
inference by differentiating between the Paschal lamb and 
the daily offering. The daily offering is more clearly defined, 
which apparently refers to the fact it must be brought every 
day and cannot be delayed (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya), while 
the Paschal lamb is not. In addition, the daily offering is one 
of the sacrifices of the most sacred order, while the Paschal 
lamb is of lesser sanctity. 


_ BACKGROUND © 
Place his hand on its head — why it paid: When the hands 
are placed on the sacrifice, it becomes consecrated and may 
no longer be used for non-sacred matters. 


Placing of the hands on a sacrifice 
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NOTES 


Consecrating a Paschal lamb on Shabbat — 
nawa nbs Nwapm: It is noted in the Jerusalem 
Talmud that this poses no difficulty: Consecrating 
on Shabbat is prohibited due to rabbinic decree, 
and the animals used for sacrifices were conse- 
crated inside the Temple. Since rabbinic decrees 
do not apply to the Temple, it is clearly permitted 
to consecrate animals there even on Shabbat. 


Anyone who acts haughtily - wyar bs: The 
phrase, anyone who acts haughtily, includes 
even someone who is generally very humble 
and acts with haughtiness only momentarily. 
Indeed, one who is generally haughty will not 
succeed in his Torah study in the first place. In 
addition, even if one acts haughtily out of pure 
intentions, he will be punished. This applies to 
Hillel, who did not mean to boast about him- 
self, but merely to emphasize the value of Torah 
study (lyyun Ya'akov). This understanding of the 
phrase can be derived from Hillel's statement 
itself, Rather than just saying that he did not 
know the law, he said: | heard this halakha and 
forgot it, thus emphasizing that he had known 
the law but forgot it at that moment, owing to 
his arrogance (Maharsha). 


His wisdom departs — nonon imay: There 
are sources that cite other instances when Mo- 
ses became angry, e.g., on the eighth day of the 
inauguration of the Tabernacle when he became 
angry with the sons of Aaron, and when he hit 
the rock. At those times, Moses forgot many laws 
due to his anger. The commentaries state that 
the Gemara chose to quote one specific incident, 
because it is the only one in which it is absolutely 
clear that the anger preceded the statement of 
the halakha, and that Moses had previously 
known the halakha and had forgotten it. 


HALAKHA 


Consecrations on Shabbat and Festivals — 
am) nawa niwapi: One may not consecrate ani- 
mals, take a valuation vow, consecrate objects for 
use by the priests or the Temple, or separate teru- 
mot and tithes on Shabbat and festivals, unless 
it involves a matter that affects the entire com- 
munity (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 339:4). 


Consecrating the Paschal lamb and Festival 
peace-offering - mym noa NWT: It is permit- 
ted to consecrate a Paschal lamb on Shabbat and 
a Festival peace-offering on a Festival. Since they 
must be brought at a specific time, the rabbinic 
decree prohibiting consecrations on Shabbat 
and Festivals does not apply (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:14 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 119). 


Haughtiness and anger - DyD) mY: Haughti- 
ness and anger are negative character traits from 
which a person must distance himself. Not only 
are these traits inherently sinful, but they cause 
one to lose wisdom and prophecy (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, how could they consecrate the Paschal offerings 

that year when Passover eve occurred on Shabbat? Didn’t we learn in a 

mishna: One may not consecrate animals, take a valuation vow, conse- 
crate objects for use by the priests or the Temple, or separate terumot 
and tithes. They stated all of these prohibitions with regard to a Festival, 
and it is an a fortiori inference that these activities are prohibited on 

Shabbat as well, for the Sages decreed that one should not engage in these 

activities because they are similar to business transactions and weekday 
activities.\4 


The Gemara answers: This prohibition of consecrating an animal as a 
sacrifice on Shabbat or a Festival applies only to obligatory sacrifices that 
do not have a set time to be brought. But obligatory sacrifices that have 
a set time, such as the Paschal lamb, one may consecrate even on Shab- 
bat. For Rabbi Yohanan said: A person may consecrate his Paschal 
lamb on Shabbat and his Festival peace- offering on the Festival." Since 
these sacrifices must be brought on a specific day, they may be conse- 
crated on that day even when it is Shabbat or a Festival, as the Sages did 
not uphold their decree in this circumstance. 


The Gemara asks: But is he not driving a laden animal? One who leads 
alamb that is carrying a knife is considered as one who is driving a laden 
animal, which is prohibited on Shabbat. The Gemara answers: It is driving 
a laden animal in an unusual manner, as a lamb is not typically used to 
carry loads. The Gemara asks: Even driving a laden animal in an un- 
usual manner is problematic; granted that there is no prohibition by 
Torah law, but there is at least a rabbinic prohibition. When one per- 
forms a prohibited act on Shabbat in an unusual manner, he does not 
transgress a Torah prohibition, but nonetheless, he violates a rabbinic 
prohibition. 


The Gemara answers: This is precisely what the sons of Beteira asked 
Hillel: If there is an act that is permitted by Torah law, and a rabbinic 
decree stands before it and disallows it, what is the law with regard to 
the permissibility of uprooting the rabbinic decree in an unusual manner, 
in a situation in which one does so in order to fulfill a mitzva? Bringing 
the sacrifice is a mitzva, whereas leading the animal while it carries a knife 
is an unusual way of violating a rabbinic prohibition. Is this permitted? 
Hillel said to them: I once heard this halakha but I have forgotten it. 
But leave it to the Jewish people and rely on them to come up with a 
solution on their own, for if they are not prophets, they are the sons of 
prophets. 


With regard to the incident with Hillel, Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: 
Anyone who acts haughtily," if he is a Torah scholar, his wisdom de- 
parts from him; and ifhe is a prophet, his prophecy departs from him." 
The Gemara explains: That if he is a Torah scholar, his wisdom departs 
from him is learned from Hillel, for the Master said in this baraita: Hil- 
lel began to rebuke them with words. Because he acted haughtily, he 
ended up saying to them: I once heard this halakha, but I have forgot- 
ten it, as he was punished for his haughtiness by forgetting the law. That 
if he is a prophet his prophecy departs from him is learned from Deb- 
orah, as it is written: “The villagers ceased, they ceased in Israel, until 
I, Deborah, arose, I arose a mother in Israel” (Judges 5:7). For these 
words of self-glorification, Deborah was punished with a loss of her pro- 
phetic spirit, as it is written later that it was necessary to say to her: 
“Awake, awake, Deborah; awake, awake, utter a song” (Judges 5:12), 
because her prophecy had left her. 


Similarly, Reish Lakish said: Any person who becomes angry, if he is a 
Torah scholar, his wisdom departs" from him, and if he is a prophet, 
his prophecy departs from him. The Gemara explains: That if he is a 
Torah scholar his wisdom departs from him is learned from Moses, as 
it is written: “And Moses became angry with the officers of the host, 
the captains over thousands and the captains over hundreds, who came 
from the battle” (Numbers 31:14). And what was his punishment? As it 
is written afterward: “And Elazar the priest said to the men of war who 
went to the battle: This is the statute of the law, which the Lord com- 
manded Moses” (Numbers 31:21), which proves by inference that this 
law had become hidden from Moses due to his anger. 
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And that if he is a prophet, his prophecy departs" from him, we learn 

from Elisha, as it is written that he became angry with the king of Israel 

and said to him: “Were it not that I have regard for the presence of Je- 
hoshaphat the king of Judea, I would not look toward you, nor see you” 
(11 Kings 3:14), and it is afterward written: “But now bring me a minstrel; 

and it came to pass when the minstrel played that the hand of the Lord 

came upon him” (11 Kings 3:15). Because Elisha became angry with the 

king of Israel, his prophetic spirit departed from him and a minstrel was 

needed to rouse it anew. 


Rabbi Mani bar Patish said: Whoever becomes angry, even if greatness 

has been apportioned to him" from heaven, he is lowered from his 

greatness. From where do we derive this? From Eliab, David's older 

brother, as it is stated: “And Eliab’s anger burned against David and he 

said: Why did you come down, and with whom have you left those few 

sheep in the wilderness? I know your insolence and the evil of your 

heart, for you have come down to see the battle” (1 Samuel 17:28); we 

see that Eliab became angry. And when Samuel went to anoint him after 

God had told him that one of Yishai’s sons was to be the king, concerning 

all of the other brothers it is written: “The Lord has not chosen this one” 
(1 Samuel 16:8), whereas with regard to Eliab it is written: “And the 

Lord said to Samuel: Look not at his appearance, nor at the height of 
his stature, for I have rejected him” (1 Samuel 16:7). This proves by infer- 
ence that until now He had loved him, and it was only at this point that 

Eliab was rejected. Had it not been for his anger, Eliab would have been 

fit for greatness; but owing to this shortcoming, God rejected him. 


The Gemara raises an additional question incidental to the previous dis- 
cussion proving that the Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat: We have found 
proofs that the daily offering and the Paschal lamb override Shabbat. 
From where do we derive that they also override ritual impurity? For 
we have a tradition that if the entire community is ritually impure, they 
nonetheless offer the communal sacrifices and the Paschal lamb. They 
say: Just as the law governing the Paschal lamb is derived from the law 
governing the daily offering in regard to the overriding of Shabbat, so 
too the law concerning the daily offering is derived from the law con- 
cerning the Paschal lamb in regard to ritual impurity; just as the Paschal 
lamb overrides communal impurity, so does the daily offering." 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the Paschal lamb itself, from where 
do we derive that if most of the nation is ritually impure, the sacrifice is 
offered anyway? Rabbi Yohanan said: For the verse states: “Speak to the 
children of Israel, saying: Any man of you or your generations who shall 
be impure by reason of a corpse, or on a distant journey, he shall keep 
the Passover to the Lord. On the fourteenth day of the second month at 
evening they shall keep it, and eat it with matzot and bitter herbs” (Num- 
bers 9:10-11). We can infer from here that a single individual or a group 
of individuals are deferred to the second Pesah if they are ritually impure, 
but the entire community or the majority thereof is not deferred to the 
second Pesah; rather, they observe the first Pesah in a state of ritual 
impurity. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: This verse cannot 
serve as proof, for you can say that it is to be understood as follows: A 
single individual or a group of individuals is deferred to the second 
Pesah, but the community has no remedy, neither on the first Pesah 
nor on the second Pesah. 


Rather, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish rejected this proof and said that a 
different proof may be brought from here: “Command the children of 
Israel that they send out from the camp any leper and any zav and 
anyone impure by reason of a corpse” (Numbers 5:2). Let the verse say 
only that they are to send out those who are ritually impure due to a 
corpse, and not say anything about zavin and lepers, and I would say 
this law on my own through an a fortiori inference: If those ritually 
impure due to a corpse, whose impurity is not so severe as it is con- 
tracted from an external source, are sent out from the camp, with regard 
to zavin and lepers who are the source of their own impurity, all the more 
so is it not clear that they should be sent out? Thus, the verse contains 
unnecessary information. 


NOTES 

His prophecy departs — npbnon ina: Los- 
ing wisdom or prophecy is not a punishment for 
haughtiness; rather, it is a natural consequence 
of anger and pride, which does not allow one 
to focus his thoughts on such sublime mat- 
ters as wisdom or prophecy. In the example 
in the Gemara, it is only when the musician's 
playing calms Elisha that he is able to properly 
concentrate and attain prophecy once more 
(Midrash Shlomo). 


Even if greatness has been apportioned to 
him — aorta voy pppia vox: The author of the 
Sefat Emet explains hat the Gemara does not 
mean to suggest that Eliab was originally fit to 
be king, and was not appointed because he be- 
came angry. This is especially clear since David 
was anointed before the incident in which Eliab 
became angry with him. Rather, Eliab was fit for 
some other form of greatness; but God, Who 
sees into man’s heart, saw that Eliab had a bad 
temper. Therefore, he lost the greatness that 
would otherwise have been suitable for him. 


HALAKHA 
The daily offering with impurity - an 129 
ngawa: The daily offering overrides ritual im- 
purity and its sacrificial limbs may be burned on 
the altar even if they are impure, in accordance 
with the ruling of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:7). 
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Rather, it teaches you that you have a time when zavin and lepers 
are sent out from the camp, but those who are ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse are not sent out. And what is this 
time? When a Paschal lamb is brought in impurity, when those 
impure due to contact with a corpse are permitted to participate, 
but a zav and a leper may not. From here we learn that when most 
of the nation is ritually impure due to contact with a corpse, the 
Paschal lamb is brought anyway in a state of ritual impurity. 


Abaye said: If so, that this is how the verse is to be interpreted, let 
us also say that the verse should only say zav and those ritually 
impure due to a corpse and not say leper, and I would say this 
law on my own through an a fortiori inference: If a zav is sent out, 
then with regard to a leper, whose ritual impurity is more severe 
than that of a zav, all the more so is it not clear that he should be 
sent out? Rather, the seemingly unnecessary mention of a leper 
teaches that you have a time when only lepers are sent out, but 
zavin and those ritually impure due to contact with a corpse are 
not sent out. And what is this time? When a Paschal offering is 
brought in impurity, when zavin and those impure due to contact 
with a corpse are permitted to participate, but a leper may not. 


And if you say that it is indeed so that even a zav may participate 
when the Paschal lamb is brought in a state of impurity, there is a 
difficulty, for didn’t we learn in a mishna: When a Paschal lamb 
is brought in a state of ritual impurity, zavim and zavot, menstru- 
ating women and women after childbirth, whose impurity is 
comparable to that of a zav, may not eat from it; but if they ate, 
they are exempt from karet. This demonstrates that the verse can- 
not be explained in accordance with Reish Lakish’s inference. 


Rather, Abaye said: Actually, the law can be derived from the first 
verse quoted by Rabbi Yohanan: “Any man who shall be impure by 
reason of a corpse.’ And the derivation should be understood as 
follows: If so, that the verse comes to teach that only an individual 
can rectify his situation on the second Pesah, but not the commu- 
nity, the Merciful One should have written: “Any man who shall 
be impure.” Why do I need the words “by reason of a corpse”? 


And if you say that these words “by reason of a corpse” come for 
this reason, to teach us that it is only one who is ritually impure 

due to contact with a corpse that is deferred to the second Pesah 
but the rest of those who are impure are not deferred to the 

second Pesah, there is a difficulty. For wasn’t it taught otherwise 

in the following baraita: One might have thought that only those 

ritually impure due to contact with a corpse and those on a dis- 
tant journey observe the second Pesah. From where do we derive 

that even zavin, lepers and those who had relations with men- 
struating women may participate in the second Pesah? Therefore, 
the verse states: “Any man,’ to include even people with these 

types of impurity. If so, why do I need the words “by reason of a 

corpse” that the Merciful One writes, as it would seem that they 
teach us nothing? 


Rather, this is what the verse is saying: A single individual or a 
group of individuals are deferred to the second Pesah, but the 
entire community or the majority thereof is not deferred to the 
second Pesah; rather, they observe the first Pesah in a state of 
ritual impurity. And when we say that the community observes 
it in a state of impurity, that is only when they are ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse, as indicated by the expression “by 
reason ofa corpse,’ but when they are impure with other types of 
impurity, they do not observe it in a state of impurity, even if the 
majority of the community is impure. 
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Having cited verses dealing with the requirement to send out the ritu- 
ally impure from the camp, the Gemara addresses several halakhot 
relevant to that topic. Rav Hisda said: A leper, who must be sent out 
from all of the camps including the Israelite camp," who went in be- 
yond his boundary, that is, he entered an area that is prohibited to him, 
is nonetheless exempt from the punishment of lashes. With regard to 


HALAKHA 
One who is ritually impure who went in beyond 
his boundary — inya m3 xa: One who is ritu- 
ally impure may not enter the Temple Mount. If he 
does so, he receives lashes. A leper is punished with 
lashes for entering Jerusalem, but does not receive 
lashes for entering other walled cities in Eretz Yis- 


rael, although he is prohibited from doing so. The 
Rambam ruled in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda 
against Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 3:8). 


the ritually impure, the Torah states: “Both male and female shall you 
send out, outside the camp shall you send them, and they shall defile 
not their camps in the midst of which I dwell” (Numbers 5:3), from 
which we learn that an impure person who enters the camp is liable to 
receive lashes for having violated the prohibition of “they shall not 
defile” A leper, however, is exempt, as it is stated: “All the days that the 
plague shall be in him he shall be impure; he is impure, he shall dwell 
inisolation, his dwelling shall be outside the camp” (Leviticus 13:46). 


One who is ritually impure due to contact with a 
corpse is permitted to enter the Levite camp - Nav 
mm mania) maah ama ma: One who is ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse and even a corpse itself 
are permitted to enter the Levite camp, which is the 
area of the Temple Mount outside of the Temple itself, 
as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 3:4). 
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yyh ipm anan- ”iawin 


The Gemara explains that the verse is explicated in the following man- 
ner: “He shall dwell in isolation” means he shall dwell alone, without 

even the company of others who are impure. “His dwelling shall be 

outside the camp” teaches that the verse has transmuted the negative 

precept into a positive mitzva." In other words, the verse establishes 

that if a leper entered an area that is prohibited to him, he is com- 
manded to leave, and fulfilling this command removes the full force of 
the prohibition he has already violated. The rule is that lashes are not 

administered for the violation of a prohibition, if that violation can be 

rectified by the fulfillment of a positive commandment. 
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An objection was raised against Rav Hisda from a baraita: A leper, 
who may not even enter the Israelite camp, who went in beyond his 
boundary, is punished with forty lashes like one who violates a regular 
Torah prohibition. Similarly, zavin and zavot, who are prohibited from 
entering the Levite camp, who went in beyond their boundaries, are 
punished with forty lashes." And one who is ritually impure due to 
contact with a corpse is permitted to enter even the Levite camp." 


_ NOTES © 
The three camps - nian why: Various halakhot are derived from 
the Torah’s account of the activities of the Jews in the wilderness. 
The halakhic discussions of these topics use terms appropriate for 
the situation in that era, despite the fact that they are no longer 
relevant to the later period. Examples of this phenomenon can 
also be found in the laws of Shabbat. Halakhic discussions with 
regard to the areas into which the different classes of ritually impure 
people are forbidden entry adopt the terminology used to describe 
the camps of Israel in the wilderness. The three camps in the wilder- 
ness had their parallels in Eretz Yisrael in later periods. The camp 
of the Divine Presence, the area within the courtyard of the Tent 
of Meeting, was paralleled by the Temple and its courtyard inside 
the Gate of Nicanor. The camp of the Levites, the area where the 
Levites encamped around the Tabernacle, was paralleled by the 
Temple Mount as far as the Gate of Nicanor. The camp of Israel was 
paralleled by the city of Jerusalem outside the Temple Mount and, 
according to many authorities, all walled cities in Eretz Yisrael. It 
should be noted that this division into three camps represents the 
different levels of sanctity of place with respect to ritual impurity 
according to Torah law. The Sages subdivided these areas further 
and differentiated within the Temple Mount between the different 
courtyards, the rampart, and the like (see Me‘iri). 


The verse has transmuted the negative precept into a positive 
mitzva — my) ipm andi: This is an instance of the category o 
negative mitzvot, whose violation can be rectified by the fulfillmen 
of a positive mitzva. That is to say, the Torah appends to the prohibi- 
tion a positive command that is meant to correct the consequences 
of the original violation. For example, to the prohibition of theft, 
the Torah appends the positive command that the thief return the 
article he has stolen. Since there is a positive command associated 
with the prohibition, lashes are not administered for the origina 
violation, unless it can never be rectified. 
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Above: Inscription found on an ossuary at Nicanor Cave on Mount Scopus reading in 
Greek: Bones of the family Nicanor of Alexandria who made the doors 


Left: Model of the Second Temple showing the Gate of Nicanor in the middle, at the 
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HALAKHA 
A camp for this one and a camp for that one - mama 
my mn mb: Anyone who is ritually impure is prohib- 
ited from entering the Temple, which is the camp of the 
Divine Presence. A zav, a zava, a menstruating woman, 
and a woman after childbirth may not enter the Levite 
camp, which is the Temple Mount. A leper is excluded 
from all three camps, which means that he may not enter 


Jerusalem, as stated in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:2-3). 


NOTES 
Levels of ritual impurity — nixriwit nist: There is no 
single criterion that can be used to determine the relative 


severity of the different sources of ritual impurity. Indeed, 


each source of impurity has its own set of severities and 
leniencies. An almost complete list of the factors that can 
cause ritual impurity is found in the first chapter of tractate 
Kelim, from contact with creeping animals, which is the 
most lenient source of impurity, to a corpse, which is the 
most severe source of impurity. There is a similar list of the 
en types of ritual impurity due to bodily emissions, which 
differs slightly in its order from the first list. The different 
sources of impurity can be ranked in accordance with 
he power they have to impart impurity to others. They 
can also be ordered in accordance with the manners in 
which they impart impurity to others, e.g., a man suffering 
rom gonorrhea [zav] imparts impurity to objects that he 
causes to move, and a leper imparts impurity to objects 
ound in the same enclosure with him. The sources of 
impurity can also be arranged based on the measure that 
is required in order to impart impurity. Consequently, it is 
difficult to state absolutely that one type of impurity is 
more severe than another type. 
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And not only did they say that one who is ritually impure due to a 
corpse may enter this area, but even a corpse itself may be brought 
into the Levite camp, as it is stated: “And Moses took the bones of 
Joseph with him” (Exodus 13:19), the words “with him” implying 
that the bones were taken within his boundary, i.e., that Joseph’s 
coffin was found in the same area in which Moses dwelled. Since 
Moses was a Levite and lived in the Levite camp, it follows that even 
a corpse may be brought into the Levite camp. In any event, we see 
from the first clause of the baraita that a leper does in fact receive 
lashes for entering an area prohibited to him, against Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara answers: This is a matter that is subject to dispute be- 
tween tanna’im, for it was taught in a different baraita: “He shall 

dwell in isolation” indicates that he shall dwell alone, meaning that 

other ritually impure people, such as zavin and those who are ritu- 
ally impure due to contact with a corpse, should not dwell with him. 
One might have thought that zavin and those who are ritually im- 
pure due to contact with a corpse are sent to one camp, meaning 

that the laws governing which camps they may or may not enter are 

the same for both. Therefore, the verse states: “Both male and fe- 
male shall you send out, outside the camp shall you send them out, 
and they shall defile not their camps in the midst of which I dwell” 
(Numbers 5:3). The plural term “camps” teaches that there are mul- 
tiple camps for those who are ritually impure, so that we give a camp 

for this one and a camp for that one;" this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Thus, in his opinion, there are three camps: One 

which a leper may not enter, one which a zav may not enter, and one 

which even someone ritually impure due to contact with a corpse 

may not enter. 


Rabbi Shimon says: It is not necessary to derive this law from the 
plural term “camps,” for surely the verse says: “Command the chil- 
dren of Israel that they send out from the camp any leper and any 
zav and anyone impure by reason of a corpse” (Numbers 5:2). The 
verse includes an unnecessary phrase: Let the verse say only that they 
are to send out those who are ritually impure due to a corpse, and 
not say anything about those impure as a zav, and I would say on 
my own that a zav is obviously included in this law: If those ritually 
impure due toa corpse are sent out from the camp, all the more so 
is it not clear that zavin should be sent out? If so, why is a zav stated? 
To give him a second camp, that is, to teach us that the law governing 
a zav is more severe than the law relating to one who is impure due 
to a corpse and there is an additional camp that he may not enter. 


And furthermore: Let the verse say only that they are to send out a 
zav, and not say anything about a leper, and I would say on my own 
that a leper is obviously included in this law as well: If zavin are sent 
out, all the more so is it not clear that lepers should be sent out? 
Why then is a leper stated? To give him a third camp that he may 
not enter. When the verse says with regard to a leper: “He shall dwell 
alone,” the verse has transmuted the negative precept into a posi- 
tive command. This teaches us that a leper who enters a camp that 
is prohibited to him does not receive lashes for his violation of a 
negative commandment, which is consistent with the ruling of Rav 
Hisda. 


The Gemara questions the opinion of Rabbi Shimon: We see from 

the discussion cited above that it was clear to Rabbi Shimon that the 

impurity of a zav is more severe than that of one who is ritually im- 
pure due to contact with a corpse, and that the impurity of a leper is 

even more severe than that of a zav. What is the stringency of a zav 

over one who is ritually impure due to a corpse?" That the impu- 
rity of the zav issues out upon him from his own body, rather than 

coming from an external source, as is the case when impurity is 

contracted from a corpse. But on the contrary, it may be argued that 
the legal status of one who is ritually impure due to a corpse is more 

severe, as he requires sprinkling of the purifying waters on the third 

and seventh days of his purification process, whereas a zav, who is 

also impure for seven days, does not require such sprinkling. 
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The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states not just “impure” 
but “and anyone impure.’ The additional words come to include 

one who is ritually impure due to contact with a creeping animal. 
He, too, is sent out from the camp like one who is impure due to 

contact with a corpse, and it is clear that the legal status of a zav is 

more severe than one who is ritually impure due to contact with 

a creeping animal. 


The Gemara asks: And what is his stringency? In what way is a zav 
more stringent than one who has contracted ritual impurity from a 
creeping animal? The Gemara answers: As we have said, that his 
impurity issues out upon him from his own body, unlike one who 
has contracted impurity from a creeping animal. But on the con- 
trary, it is possible to say that the legal status a creeping animal is 
more severe, for it imparts ritual impurity even through an ac- 
cident. A zav only becomes impure when it is clear that his dis- 
charge did not result from sickness or some other accident, but a 
person who comes into contact with a creeping animal contracts 
ritual impurity regardless of the circumstances of that contact. They 
say in answer to this question: 


Ina case like this, meaning, if we compare the two cases in this way, 
a zav also becomes impure through an accident, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna, for Rav Huna said: The first sight- 
ing" ofa zav establishes ritual impurity even through an accident.’ 
In order to contract the more severe ritual impurity of a zav that 
lasts seven days, a man must experience at least two zav discharges. 
If he has only a single discharge, he contracts a less severe ritual 
impurity that lasts until evening, like one who experienced a semi- 
nal emission. This first discharge establishes impurity even if it re- 
sults from some accident, and no effort is made to attribute it to 
some other factor. 


The Gemara asks further: What is the stringency of a leper over a 
zav? That a confirmed leper is required to let his hair grow and 
rend his garments and he is prohibited from marital relations,’ 
none of which applies to a zav. But on the contrary, there is room 
to say that the legal status of a zavis more severe, for a zav imparts 
ritual impurity to that upon which he lies or sits even if he does 
not come into direct contact with it, and he imparts ritual impu- 
rity to an earthenware vessel through movement. If he causes an 
earthenware vessel to move, it becomes ritually impure even if he 
touches it on the outside, and even if he does not touch the vessel 
at all. Ordinarily, an earthenware vessel becomes impure only 
through contact on the inside of the vessel. 


The Gemara answers: The verse states not just “zav” but “and any 
zav; and this inclusive expression “any” comes to include a person 
who experienced a seminal emission," whose impurity is of the 
same type as a zav, and it is clear that the legal status of a leper is 
more severe than a person who experienced a seminal emission. 
We can therefore derive through an a fortiori inference that if one 
who experienced a seminal emission is prohibited from entering a 
certain camp, a leper is certainly prohibited from entering that camp. 


The first sighting — 72iwNK7 myy: Examining a zav to deter- 


mine whether his discharge was a true 


to some external factor is essential for the second discharge. 
For with the first discharge, the zav becomes ritually impure, 
even if it was due to some external factor. Ideally, however, 


HALAKHA 


he should be examined even after his first discharge to deter- 
mine whether it should be included among the three sight- 
ings that would necessitate bringing a sacrifice as part of the 
purification process (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 2:5). 


zav discharge or due 


NOTES 


The ritual impurity of a man suffering from gonorrhea 
zav] - 3} MxMiw: The details of the laws relating to a man 
suffering from gonorrhea [zav] are laid down in a special 
ractate of the Mishna called Zavim, which is in the order 
of Taharot. The zav becomes ritually impure as a result of 
a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. The severity of 
his impurity depends upon the number of times he experi- 
ences such a discharge. After the first sighting, he is like 
someone who experienced a seminal emission with respect 
o the length of his impurity, i.e. until evening, and the 
severity of the impurity. If he then has a second discharge, 
he contracts the more severe impurity of a zav: He imparts 
ritual impurity by touching articles or people; he imparts 
ritual impurity to an earthenware vessel by moving it; he im- 
parts ritual impurity through the medium of a large stone; 
and the fluids that he secretes impart ritual impurity at the 
level of a primary source of impurity. He cannot undergo 
purification until seven clean days have passed without any 
discharge. If he experiences a third emission, he must also 
bring a special sacrifice as part of the purification process. 


The ritual impurity of a leper — yrixa naw: The laws of 
tzara'at, traditionally rendered as leprosy but not necessar- 
ily identified medically with that illness, are recorded in the 
Torah in the book of Leviticus in the portions of Tazria and 
Metzora. They are detailed in the tractate of Nega’im, which 
deals exclusively with the different types of leprosy. The ha- 
lakha distinguishes between the impurity of a quarantined 
leper, i.e., a suspected leper who is isolated for a period of 
up to two weeks until the matter is clarified, and that of a 
confirmed leper. A leper must grow his hair long, rend his 
garments, and cover his head in a particular way. A leper is 
a particularly severe source of ritual impurity in that he im- 
parts ritual impurity to objects found in the same enclosure 
with him, similar to a corpse. 


A zav and a person who experienced a seminal emission - 
spon at: There are significant differences between semen 
and the discharge of a zav. However, owing to the external 
similarities between the two with respect to the manner 
in which the person becomes impure and the location of 
the emission, one who experiences a seminal emission is 
included in the category of zav, albeit at a lower level of 
impurity. Therefore, we derive certain halakhot of a zav from 
one who has experienced a seminal emission and vice versa. 
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HALAKHA 


The minimum measure of a zav discharge - 73" Wy: 
There is no minimum measure of discharge necessary to 
cause impurity as a zav, as one who sees even a minute 
amount becomes ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:9). 


NOTES ——————— 
The tunnels were not sanctified - wapma x ni»: Rashi 
explains that Rabbi Yohanan’s two statements are not inher- 
ently connected; rather, they were simply conveyed by Rabbi 
Yohanan's teacher during the same study session. Contrary 
to this, some commentaries explain that the two statements 
are in fact intertwined. They cite the mishnayot in tractates 
Tamid (11) and Middot (1:9) that teach that a priest who expe- 
rienced a seminal emission would walk to the ritual bath via 
the tunnels under the Temple courtyard. It is apparent that 
a priest who experienced a seminal emission must exit the 
two camps and may leave through the tunnels since they are 
not sanctified and are therefore not defined as being part of 
those camps (Me‘iri; see Tosefot Rid and Mishne LaMelekh). 
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The Gemara asks: And what is his stringency? In what way is 
the legal status ofa leper more severe than one who experienced 
a seminal emission? As we said, that he must let his hair grow 
and rend his garments and he is prohibited to engage in marital 
relations. But we may ask: On the contrary, there is room to say 
that the legal status of one who experienced a seminal emission 
is more severe, for he becomes ritually impure even with any 
amount. For the Torah did not specify an amount of semen that 
must be emitted in order to become impure, and one therefore 
becomes impure upon emitting even a minute amount, whereas 
leprous signs do have a minimum measure. 


The Gemara answers: He holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Natan, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Natan says 
in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: In order for a zav to become 
ritually impure, he needs to experience a discharge substantial 
enough to cause a blockage of the tip of the male organ." But 
the Rabbis did not agree with him. Thus, according to Rabbi 
Natan, a zav only becomes ritually impure if he experiences a 
discharge of a particular amount. And one who experienced a 
seminal emission is compared to a zav and therefore the same 
amount of discharge is required in order to cause ritual impurity. 
Therefore, the ritual impurity of a leper is more severe than that 
of one who experienced a seminal emission, and the original 
a fortiori inference applies. 


The Gemara asks: The expressions “any zav” and “anyone impure” 
teach that their respective categories are more inclusive than one 

would otherwise have thought. But why do I need the inclusive 

expression “and any leper”? What does the word “any” include? 

The Gemara explains: Since it is written “any zav,” it is also 

written “any leper,’ so that the wording of the verse will be 

consistent. 


The Gemara challenges the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda quoted 
above: Rabbi Shimon spoke well when he derived the three 
camps from which the three different classes of people are sent 
out from the verse: “That they send out from the camp any 
leper and any zav and anyone impure by reason ofa corpse.” How 
does Rabbi Yehuda counter this argument? 


The Gemara answers: He needs that verse for that which was 
taught in a different baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: One might 
have thought that if zavin and lepers pushed and entered the 
Temple courtyard during the offering of a Paschal lamb that is 
brought in a state of impurity, when the majority of the nation 
are ritually impure due to contact with a corpse, that perhaps 
they would be liable for punishment for having violated the 
prohibition of entering the Temple while ritually impure. They 
are prohibited from entering even under such circumstances. 
Therefore the verse states: “That they send out from the camp 
any leper and any zav and anyone impure by reason of a 
corpse” (Numbers 5:2), which teaches us that at a time when 
those impure due to a corpse are sent out, zavin and lepers 
are sent out and are liable to karet for entering the Temple; but 
when those impure due to a corpse are not sent out, zavin and 
lepers are not sent out, meaning, they are not liable to receive 
karet for entering the Temple. 


The Master said above: The fact that the verse does not just say 
“zav” but rather the inclusive expression “and any zav” comes 
to include a person who experienced a seminal emission. The 
Gemara notes: This exposition supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, for Rabbi Yohanan said: The tunnels under the Tem- 
ple were not sanctified" with the sanctity of the Temple; and 
a person who experienced a seminal emission is sent outside 
the two camps just like a zav. The exposition quoted above 
supports this second ruling of Rabbi Yohanan. 
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The Gemara raises an objection based on what we learned in a 
mishna: The law governing a person who experienced a seminal 
emission is like the law governing someone who became ritually 
impure through contact with a creeping animal. What, is the intent 
not to compare them with regard to their respective camps, that one 
who experienced a seminal emission is prohibited from the same 
camps that are prohibited to one who touched a creeping animal? 
Thus, it follows that a person who experienced a seminal emission is 
permitted to enter the Levite camp. The Gemara answers: No, they 
are compared with regard to their impurity, in that each is impure 
only until the evening. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Why did the mishna need to teach 
that they are comparable with regard to their impurity? Impurity 
until evening is explicitly written in the Torah about this one, mean- 
ing that one who came into contact with a creeping animal is impure 
until the evening and then must undergo ritual immersion in order 
to become pure, as it states: “And for these you shall be unclean; 
whoever touches the carcass of them shall be unclean until evening” 
(Leviticus 11:24). And impurity until evening is explicitly written 
about that one, one who experienced a seminal emission, as it states: 
“And if semen goes out from a man, then shall he bathe all his flesh in 
water and be unclean until evening” (Leviticus 15:16). Rather, is it 
not that they are compared with regard to their camps, which is not 
explicit in the Torah? 


The Gemara answers: No, actually it is possible to say that the com- 
parison relates to their impurity, and it teaches us that a person 
who experienced seminal emission is governed by the same law 
as someone who became ritually impure through contact with a 
creeping animal in another regard: Just as contact with a creeping 
animal imparts ritual impurity through an accident, even when 
the contact is unintentional, so too a person who experienced a 
seminal emission becomes ritually impure through an accident," 
even when the emission of semen is unintentional, unlike the law 
governing a zav. 


The Gemara raises an objection: 


We learned in the continuation of the previously cited mishna that 
the law governing one who had relations with a menstruating 
woman is like the law governing one who is ritually impure due to 
a corpse. With regard to what did they formulate this comparison? 
If we say they made the comparison with regard to their impurity, 
that they are both impure for seven days, impurity for seven days is 
explicitly written about this one, someone who had relations with 
a menstruating woman, and impurity for seven days is explicitly 
written about that one, someone who is impure due to a corpse, and 
so there would be no need for the mishna to inform us of these laws. 


Rather, is it not that they are compared with regard to their camps, 
to teach that one who had relations with a menstruating woman is 
sent out from the same camp as someone ritually impure due to a 
corpse? And from the fact that the comparison in the latter clause 
of the mishna relates to their camps, it stands to reason that the 
comparison in the earlier clause of that same mishna between one 
who experienced a seminal emission and one who became ritually 
impure through contact with a creeping animal also relates to their 
camps, and not as we explained it earlier. The Gemara rejects this 
argument: Are the cases comparable? This case is as it is, and that 
case is as it is; each part of the mishna formulates its own comparison. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 
Seminal emission through an accident — »173 DJX: A 
person who experiences a seminal emission becomes 
ritually impure, whether that emission was intentional 
or unintentional, as stated by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 5:1). 
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NOTES 


Within [tokh] the camp, this is the camp of the Divine Pres- 
ence — AYDW MM it Twa Jin: Support for this statement 
can be brought from the wording of the verse, because the 
word tokh, translated here as within, is frequently used in 
the sense of tavekh, middle, and the Tabernacle was indeed 
located in the very center of the Jewish camp (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 

Sending out those who are impure - PRAY mb: One 
who is ritually impure and prohibited from entering the Tem- 
ple Mount, corresponding to the Levite camp, violates a Torah 
prohibition if he enters, as it says: “And he shall go outside the 
camp” (Deuteronomy 23:11), which signifies the camp of the 
Divine Presence; and this is followed by the phrase “and he 
shall not come within the camp,’ which refers to the Levite 
camp. He is punished with lashes for violating this prohibition. 
t seems that the Rambam's version of the Gemara was miss- 
ing the continuation of the Gemara, which challenges this 
interpretation. Therefore, he accepted the original formula- 
ion of how this law is derived from the verse (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:8). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught: The 
legal status of a leper is more severe than a zav and the legal 
status of a zav is more severe than one who is ritually impure 
with impurity imparted by a corpse, with regard to which camps 
they are prohibited to enter; to the exclusion of a person who 
experienced a seminal emission, for the legal status of one who 
is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse is more 
severe than his status. 


The Gemara wishes to clarify this enigmatic statement: What is 
the meaning of the words, to the exclusion of a person who expe- 
rienced a seminal emission? Is the intent not that he is excluded 
from the category of a zav and enters the category of one who 
is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, for the 
legal status of one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse is more severe than his status, as his impurity lasts 
for seven days, and nonetheless he is permitted in the Levite 
camp. We should therefore learn from here that someone who 
experienced a seminal emission is also permitted in the Levite 
camp. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: No, the intent is that one who ex- 
perienced a seminal emission is excluded from the camp of one 
who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, and 
he enters the camp of a zav, meaning that he is excluded from the 
Levite camp, just like a zav. And although the legal status of one 
who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse is 
more severe than his status and he is permitted in the Levite 
camp, and so it would seem that one who experienced a seminal 
emission should similarly be permitted, nonetheless, we compare 
him to that to which he is similar. The ritual impurity of one who 
experienced a seminal emission is fundamentally similar to that 
of a zav, and different from that of one who is ritually impure due 
to a corpse. 


A tanna taught a baraita before Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi: “If there 
be among you a man that is impure by reason of a nocturnal oc- 
currence, he shall go outside the camp, he shall not come within 
the camp” (Deuteronomy 23:11). This verse may be expounded 
as follows: “He shall go outside the camp,” this is the camp 
of the Divine Presence. “He shall not come within the camp,” 
this is the Levite camp. From here we derive that a person who 
experienced a seminal emission must go out from two camps. 


Rav Yitzhak said to the tanna: Something is amiss in the wording 
of this baraita: You have not yet brought him in and you already 
send him out? In other words, in order to say that the words “he 
shall not come within the camp” teach that a person who experi- 
enced a seminal emission must leave the Levite camp, you must 
first prove that he was there to begin with. Another version, which 
differs from the previous one only in formulation but not in sub- 
stance: You have not yet sent him out and you already bring him 
in? In other words, how can you say that the words “he shall not 
come within the camp” refer to the Levite camp if we have not yet 
learned that he must leave that camp in the first place? Rather, 
emend the baraita and say that it reads as follows: “Outside the 
camp,’ this is the Levite camp. “He shall not come within the 
camp,’ this is the camp of the Divine Presence. 


Ravina strongly objects to this exposition of the verse: Say that 
both this and that refer to the camp of the Divine Presence, that 
he must leave the camp of the Divine Presence and may not enter 
it; and the repetition comes to teach that he violates a positive 
command to leave the camp and a negative command barring 
entry into the camp. The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse say 
only: “He shall go outside the camp, he shall not come within,’ 
or “within it? Why do I need the repetition of the word “the 
camp”? Conclude from this that it is to give him a different 
camp; it refers not to the same camp that he left but rather to a 
different one. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ava Ip AMRA NDN AY” 
(2) papa ;apyay wx KIT 17 
SOOT RP YY WK 1713 KYTI 

KPID NPN AN NON 


Nort KAYO N: (dy) 1 Vax 
ona orn, many ST — a4 
DT = ynvn >ya] bax 
NITY WTI TPO} 9p? 17 

poy 


KI TAY "DAIS DII WW 
NA D3 TBD 11 WN WAY 73 
Diay aX WY 203 INT 
mh ox baw Du Onn 


- TI DDR X KOYDA NZ) 


MANY INST MAW AYTTI 
Tap TIM KIP 


vats IAIN YTD 282] Toe NPY 
PPY: vax YRAN 37 W987. 
XIT ans Ona Fala yw opty 
Dit ans} DIS owas yn’ 

roby nD Hyb 1 we yy” 


war yo wan yordy m -wy 
ND WIS vow wy’ KWY 
by ong py? wre vow ja yung rip” 
Ox among: mt myby amy ” 
awh savin UAT by ` wW” 

ay 


II Vas AI 1a Dew 937 VY 
Jong ew DIS DPY np 
Magn Dap! raw, Tiy” wx 
ta awn we ohy misma 
by mayen nowy DODIY IN 

nEn 


We learned in the mishna that cleaning the intestines of the 
Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is 
meant by cleaning the intestines? Rav Huna said: It means that 
he punctures them with a knife allowing the excrement to exit. 
Rav Hiyya bar Rav said: It refers to the removal of the secre- 
tions of the intestine, which come out through the pressure 
of the knife and would ruin the entire sacrifice and cause it to 
become putrid were they allowed to remain in the intestines. 


Rabbi Eliezer said: Whatis Hiyya bar Rav’s reason for explain- 
ing the term in this manner? As it is written: “Then shall the 
lambs feed as in their pasture, and the ruins of the fat ones 
[mehim] shall wanderers eat” (Isaiah 5:17). From where may 
it be inferred that this verse is in any way connected to our 
discussion? As Rav Yosef translates this verse: “And the righ- 
teous shall inherit the possessions of the wicked.” This indi- 
cates that the word mehim, understood by Rav Yosef as referring 
to the wicked," is a term of degradation. This led Hiyya bar 
Ray to interpret the mishna’s clause with regard to cleaning 
[mihui] the intestines as referring to removing the repulsive 
matter inside. 


Having explained the latter part of the verse in Isaiah, the Ge- 
mara turns to the beginning of that same verse. “Then shall the 
lambs feed as in their pasture [kedavram].” Menashya bar 
Yirmeya said that Rav said: As was said about them [ka- 
medubar bam], i.e., as the prophet promised. To what prophecy 
does the verse refer with the expression “as was said about 
them”? Abaye said: It is referring to the continuation of the 
verse: “And the ruins of the fat ones shall wanderers eat.” Rava 
said to him that this cannot be: Granted, were it written only 


“the ruins of the fat ones,” it would be possible to explain as you 


said. Now that it is written “and the ruins,” with the addition 
of the word “and,” this indicates that it states something else, 
and the verse contains two separate prophecies. 


Rather, Rava said: This verse should be understood in accor- 
dance with what Rav Hananel said that Rav said. For Rav 
Hananel said that Rav said: In the future, the righteous will 
resurrect the dead. It is written here: “Then shall the lambs 
feed [vera’u] as in their pasture,” the lambs serving as an allu- 
sion to the righteous, and it is written there: “Tend your people 
with your staff, the flock of your heritage, who dwell alone in the 
wood, in the midst of Carmel; let them feed [yiru] in Bashan 
and Gilad? as in the days of old” (Micah 7:14). 


“Bashan” is an allusion to the prophet Elisha, who came from 
the Bashan. How do we know that Elisha came from Bashan? 
As it is stated: “Joel the chief, and Shafam the next, and Yanai 
and Shafat in the Bashan” (1 Chronicles 5:12), and it is written: 
“Here is Elisha ben Shafat who poured water on the hands of 
Elijah” (11 Kings 3:11). “Gilad” is an allusion to Elijah, as it is 
stated: “And Elijah the Tishbite, who was of the inhabitants 
of Gilad, said” (1 Kings 17:1). Based on the similarity of the 
verses and the verbal analogy between the two instances of the 
word “feed,” we learn that in the future the righteous will be like 
Elijah and Elisha, who resurrected the dead. 


This idea is derived from a different source as well. Rabbi Shmu- 
el bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: In the future 
the righteous will resurrect the dead, as itis stated: “Old men 
and old women shall yet again dwell in the streets of Jerusa- 


lem, and every man with his staff in his hand for very age” 


(Zechariah 8:4). And the staff will then be used as it was used 
by Gehazi when Elisha sent him to bring the son of the Shuna- 
mite woman back to life, as it is written: “And you shall lay my 
staff on the face of the child” (11 Kings 4:29). 


NOTES 

Mehim is referring to the wicked - Dyw orna: The geonim 
explained that this repulsive matter strongly adheres to the 
intestines and, due to the difficulty in removing it, is called 
wicked secretions. This is similar to the wicked who take pos- 
session of the property of the righteous. The Maharsha explains 
that the term mehim refers to the wicked because it literally 
means something soft and fatty. This is a fitting description of 
the wicked, who grow fat by exploiting the righteous. 


BACKGROUND 
Bashan and Gilad - “yb wa: 


Map showing location of Bashan and Gilad 
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NOTES 


The youngest shall die a hundred years old - 337 
Dw maw gA Ja: According to Rashi, this means 
that when someone will pass away at the age of 
one hundred, people will say that he died while 
still a youth. 


As the light of seven days — nya nyaw Tix: The 
Midrash explains that the light will be brighter than 
the light that shined during the seven days of cre- 
ation (Bereshit Rabba). 


At first, those whom | put to death | will bring to 
life = PTA IK NA KW T monna: The Midrash 
explains that it will be necessary to revive people 
with the same injuries that they had when they 
died, so that nobody will say that these are not the 
same people who already passed away (Bereshit 
Rabba; Tanhuma). 
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As we have been discussing the world of the future and the resurrection 

of the dead, the Gemara cites additional statements on these topics. Ulla 

raised a contradiction between two verses: In one verse it is written: “He 

will destroy death forever, and the Lord God will wipe away tears from 

off all faces, and the insult of His people shall He take away from off all the 

earth; for the Lord has spoken” (Isaiah 25:8). And in another verse it is 

written: “There shall be no more there an infant who lives a few days, nor 
an old man who has not filled his days; for the youngest shall die a hun- 
dred years old” (Isaiah 65:20), implying that people will live long lives, 
but death will not be totally eradicated. Ulla answers: This is not difficult: 
Here, in the first verse, it is referring to Jews, who will not die at all, while 

there, in the second verse, it is referring to gentiles, who will live exceed- 
ingly long lives but eventually die. The Gemara asks: What are gentiles 

doing there in the future world? The Gemara answers: As it is written: 

“And strangers shall stand and feed your flocks, and the sons of the alien 

shall be your plowmen and your vineyard workers” (Isaiah 61:5). 


Rav Hisda raised a contradiction between two verses: In one verse it is 
written: “Then the moon shall be confounded and the sun ashamed, 
when the Lord of Hosts shall reign in Mount Zion and in Jerusalem, and 
before His elders will be His glory” (Isaiah 24:23), which indicates that in 
the future there will be no light at all from the sun or the moon. And 
elsewhere it is written: “Moreover the light of the moon shall be as the 
light of the sun, and the light of the sun shall be sevenfold, as the light 
of seven days," on the day that the Lord binds up the breach of His people 
and heals the stroke of their wound blow” (Isaiah 30:26), which indicates 
that the light of the sun and moon will be even brighter than before. The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult: Here, where it says that the sun and 
the moon will be ashamed before the glow of the Divine Presence, it is 
referring to the World-to-Come, which is an entirely different world; 
while there, where it says that their light will increase, it is referring to the 
days of the Messiah. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Shmuel, who said that 
there is no difference between this world and the days of the Messiah 
except for subjugation to foreign kingdoms, but in all other ways, includ- 
ing the illumination of the celestial bodies, the world order will remain 
unchanged, what is there to say to reconcile these verses? The Gemara 
answers: This and that refer to the World-to-Come, and it is not difficult: 
Here, where it says that the sun and the moon will be totally ashamed, it 
refers to the camp of the Divine Presence; while there, where it says that 
the light of the sun and moon will be greatly magnified, it refers to the 
camp of the righteous. 


Rava raised a contradiction between two parts of a verse. It is written: 
“I put to death and I make live” (Deuteronomy 32:39) and in that same 
verse it is written: “I wound and I heal.” Now once it says that He gives 
life to the dead, all the more so is it not clear that He can heal those who 
are still alive? What then does the second clause add to the first? Rather, 
the second clause clarifies the first one: The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
said: Those same people whom I put to death I will bring to life, just as 
those people whom I wounded I will heal. In other words, the verse 
means to say that just as God will heal the same people He wounded, so 
will He revive those He put to death; and not, as the verse might otherwise 
have been understood, that He puts some people to death and gives life 
to others. 


Similarly, the Sages taught in a baraita: “I put to death and I make live”; 
one might have thought that this refers to death for one person and life, 
i.e., birth, for another person, in the customary manner of the world. 
Therefore, the verse states: “I wound and I heal”; just as the wounding 
and the healing mentioned here clearly refer to the same person, so too 
death and life refer to the same person. From this verse, there is a refuta- 
tion to those who say that there is no Torah source for the resurrection 
of the dead, for it is explicitly mentioned in this verse. Alternatively, the 
verse can be explained as follows: At first, those whom I put to death I 
will bring to life," but they will be revived with the same injuries that they 
had when they died; and subsequently, those whom I wounded I will 
heal, meaning that their injuries will be healed after they are resurrected. 
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We learned in the mishna that when the eve of Passover occurs on 
Shabbat, burning the fats of the Paschal lamb overrides Shabbat. 
The Gemara notes that it was taught in the Tosefta: Rabbi Shimon 
said: Come and see how dear is a mitzva performed in its proper 
time. For burning the fats and limbs and inner fats is valid all 
night and it would have been possible to wait until the conclusion 
of Shabbat and burn them at night, but nonetheless we do not wait 


with them until nightfall; rather, we burn them immediately, even 
on Shabbat." 


The mishna also taught that carrying the Paschal lamb through a 
public domain, bringing it from outside the Shabbat limit and cut- 
ting off its wart do not override Shabbat. The Gemara raises a con- 
tradiction from another mishna in tractate Eiruvin, which teaches: 
One may cut off a wart by hand on Shabbat in the Temple but not 
in the rest of the country outside the Temple. And if the wart is to 
be removed with an instrument, it is forbidden both here, in the 
Temple, and there, outside the Temple. From here we see that in 
the Temple cutting off a wart, at least by hand, is permitted. 


Two amora’im, Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, dis- 
agreed about how to resolve this contradiction. One of them said: 
Both this mishna in Pesahim and that mishna in Eiruvin speak of 
cutting off the wart by hand. This mishna that forbids cutting it off 
refers to a moist wart, which is considered like the flesh of the 
animal. It is therefore prohibited by rabbinic decree to cut off the 
wart; and since it could have been removed before Shabbat, the 
decree applies even in the Temple, where rabbinic decrees are 
generally not applicable. That mishna that permits cutting it off 
refers to a dry wart, which breaks apart by itself, and so there is no 
prohibition even by rabbinic decree to cut it off. And the other one 
said: Both this mishna and that mishna speak of cutting off a moist 
wart, and it is not difficult. This mishna that says it is permitted 
talks about removing the wart by hand, which is prohibited only by 
a rabbinic decree that was not applied to the Temple; whereas that 
mishna that says it is prohibited talks about removing the wart with 
an instrument, which is prohibited by Torah law and forbidden 
everywhere.N4 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that this 
mishna speaks about cutting off the wart by hand and that mishna 
speaks about cutting it off with an instrument, what is the reason 
that he did not state like the other amora that this and that talk 
about cutting off the wart by hand, and it is not difficult; this 
mishna speaks of a moist wart, while that mishna speaks of a dry 
wart? The Gemara answers that he could have said to you: A dry 
wart breaks apart by itself, and so there would be no need to teach 
us that it may be removed. Both mishnayot must therefore refer to a 
moist wart, and the difference between them is whether the wart is 
being removed by hand or with an instrument. 


The Gemara reverses the question: And according to the one who 
says that both this mishna and that mishna talk about removing 
the wart by hand, and it is not difficult; this speaks ofa moist wart 
while that speaks of a dry wart. What is the reason that he did not 
state like the other amora that this and that are discussing a moist 
wart and it is not difficult; this mishna in Eiruvin speaks about cut- 
ting off the wart by hand and that mishna in Pesahim speaks about 
cutting it off with an instrument? The Gemara answers that he 
could have said to you: The case of cutting off the wart with an 
instrument is taught there in Eiruvin in that very same mishna: If 
the wart is to be removed with an instrument, it is forbidden both 
here, in the Temple, and there, outside the Temple. Therefore, there 
would be no reason to repeat the same halakha here in this mishna, 
as it is stated explicitly in the other mishna. 


HALAKHA 


Burning the fats and limbs - 02%) wyn Wp: Although 
it is permitted to burn the fats and limbs the night after a 
sacrifice has been offered, the burning should not be delayed 
ab initio. Rather, these sacrificial portions should be burned 
on the day the sacrifice is slaughtered. Even the limbs of 
sacrifices offered on Shabbat, which can be burned at night 
after the conclusion of Shabbat, are burned during the day, 
because a mitzva performed at its time is beloved (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:3). 


Cutting off a wart - my NDN: It is permitted to cut a wart 
off of a sacrifice on Shabbat in the Temple, but not outside 
the Temple. A moist wart may be removed by hand but not 
with an instrument, while a dry wart may be removed even 
with an instrument, because rabbinic decrees do not ap- 
ply in the Temple. The Rambam ruled in accordance with 
the opinion in the Gemara that interprets both mishnayot 
as referring to a moist wart (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:18). 


NOTES 


Cutting off a wart - nba npn: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
there is also about the question of the apparent contradiction 
between our mishna and the mishna in tractate Firuvin and 
different answers are given. For instance, the cases differ with 
respect to whether or not the wart disintegrates on its own. 
The author of the Mirkevet HaMishne, based on his explana- 
tion of the Rambam's ruling, suggests that the mishna in 
Firuvin refers to a wart on the body of the priest, which dis- 
qualifies him from performing the Temple service, while the 
mishna in our tractate concerns a wart on the sacrifice itself. 
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Half of it for God and half of it for you - oa) Hsm Kay pyy: 
A Festival day should be divided, half for Torah study and half 
for eating and drinking. The halakha generally accepts Rab- 
bi Yehoshua’s opinions over those of Rabbi Eliezer. In addi- 
tion, the unattributed Gemara in tractate Berakhot confirms 
his position (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 529:1). 
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Rejoicing on a Festival — iv of nmw: Although there is cer- 
ainly a mitzva of “And you shall rejoice on your feast” (Deuter- 
onomy 16:14), Rabbi Eliezer explains that it is limited to the fes- 
ival of Sukkot, which is the context of that verse. Consequently, 
he mitzva does not apply to the other Festivals (Josefot Rid). 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is added that Rabbi Eliezer could 
have challenged Rabbi Yehoshua, by pointing out that there is 
nonetheless a difference between the mitzvot: The mitzva of 
rejoicing on a Festival is a regular positive command, while the 
Paschal lamb is a positive command that carries the punish- 
ment of karet for those who neglect it. The answer is given 
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NOTES 


that he in fact could have made that claim, but chose another 


The Gemara asks: And the other amora, how does he account for the 
repetition according to his explanation? The mishna here teaches the 
law with regard to an instrument because it comes to teach us the 
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua; for according 
to our mishna, Rabbi Eliezer permits cutting off a moist wart even 
with an instrument in order to render the animal fit to be brought as 
a Paschal offering. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer said that if slaughter, 
which is ordinarily forbidden on Shabbat as a biblically prohibited 
labor, nevertheless overrides Shabbat when performed for the sake of 
the Paschal lamb, then activities that are prohibited by rabbinic decree 
should certainly override Shabbat when performed for that purpose. 
Rabbi Yehoshua disagreed, arguing that the law governing a Festival 
proves otherwise. Rabbi Eliezer countered that the law governing an 
optional activity, such as preparing food on a Festival, cannot be 
brought as proof with regard to the mitzva of offering the Paschal lamb. 
The Gemara notes that Rabbi Yehoshua follows his regular line of 
reasoning, for he said that rejoicing on a Festival" is also a mitzva, 
and therefore whatever one does in order to enhance one’s enjoyment 
of the Festival is considered an act performed for the sake of a mitzva, 
just like the offering of a sacrifice. 


For it was taught in a baraita that these two tanna’im disagreed about 

this matter: Rabbi Eliezer says: A person has nothing but to choose 

on a Festival; he either eats and drinks or sits and learns the entire 

day, but there is no specific mitzva to eat on the Festival. Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua, on the other hand, says: Divide the day, half of it for eating 

and drinking and half of it for the study hall, for he holds that eating 
and drinking are obligatory on the Festival. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: And both of them derived their opinions 
from one verse, i.e., the two of them addressed the same textual dif- 
ficulty, resolving it in different ways. For one verse says: “It shall be 
an assembly for the Lord your God; you shall do no labor” (Deuter- 
onomy 16:8), which indicates that the day is set aside for Divine ser- 
vice, and another verse says: “It shall be an assembly for you; you 
shall do no servile labor” (Numbers 29:35), which indicates a celebra- 
tory assembly for the Jewish people. Rabbi Eliezer holds that the two 
verses should be understood as offering a choice: The day is to be 
either entirely for God or entirely for you. And Rabbi Yehoshua 
holds that it is possible to fulfill both verses: Split the day into two, 
half of it for God and half of it for you." 


Ayin, beit, mem is a mnemonic’ consisting of the first letter of Atzer- 
et, the middle letter of Shabbat and the final letter of Purim. Rabbi 
Elazar said: All agree with regard to Atzeret, the holiday of Shavuot, 
that we require that it be also “for you,’ meaning that it is a mitzva 
to eat, drink, and rejoice on that day. What is the reason? It is the day 
on which the Torah was given, and one must celebrate the fact that 
the Torah was given to the Jewish people. Rabba said: All agree with 
regard to Shabbat that we require that it be also “for you.” What is 
the reason? Because the verse states: “If you proclaim Shabbat a 
delight, the sacred day of God honored” (Isaiah 58:13). Rav Yosef 
said: All agree with regard to Purim that we require that it be also 


“for you.” What is the reason? Because it is written: “To observe them 


as days of feasting and gladness” (Esther 9:22). 


pears in the Gemara, ayin, beit, mem is a mnemonic for the days 


of the multiple possible responses at his disposal. It has also 
been proposed that because rejoicing on a Festival applies to 
the masses, it has the same level of importance as a mitzva that 
carries the punishment of karet (Mitzpe Eitan). 


Ayin, beit, mem is a mnemonic — ya’ "ay: There is a variant 
reading of the text: read, Alef, beit, samekh, which is a mnemonic 
consisting of the first letter of Elazar, the middle letter of Rabba 
and the middle consonant of Yosef, who are the three amora‘im 


whose opinions will be cited. According to the version that ap- 


on which everyone agrees that one must eat (Melo HaRo’im). 


With pee to Atzeret we require that it be also “for you" - 
the only Festival o on whieh there is a communal peace-offering, 
which is a sacrifice meant for eating and rejoicing (Roke’ah). 
According to the Ramban, this is even hinted at in the story of 
the giving of the Torah, where it is written (Exodus 24:11): “And 
they beheld God, and did eat and drink” (Avnei Nezer). 
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The Gemara relates: Mar, son of Ravina," would spend the entire 
year fasting during the day and eating only sparsely at night, except 
for Shavuot, Purim, and the eve of Yom Kippur. He made these 
exceptions for the following reasons: Shavuot because it is the day 
on which the Torah was given and there is a mitzva to demonstrate 


one’s joy on that day; Purim because “days of feasting and gladness” 


is written about it; the eve of Yom Kippur, as Hiyya bar Rav of 
Difti taught: “And you shall afflict your souls on the ninth day of 
the month in the evening, from evening to evening you shall keep 
your Sabbath” (Leviticus 23:32). But does one fast on the ninth of 
Tishrei? Doesn’t one fast on the tenth of Tishrei? Rather, this comes 
to tell you: One who eats and drinks on the ninth," the verse as- 
cribes him credit as if he fasted on both the ninth and the tenth" of 
Tishrei. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yosef, on the day of Shavuot, would say: 
Prepare me a choice third-born calf." He said: If not for this day on 
which the Torah was given that caused the Jewish people to have the 
Torah, how many Yosefs would there be in the market?" It is only 
due to the importance of Torah study that I have become a leader of 
the Jewish people, and I therefore have a special obligation to rejoice 
on this day. 


A somewhat similar story is told about Rav Sheshet, that every thir- 
ty days he would review his studies that he had learned over the 

previous month, and he would stand and lean against the bolt of 
the door and say: Rejoice my soul, rejoice my soul, for you I have 

read Scripture, for you I have studied Mishna. The Gemara asks: Is 

that so, that Torah study is beneficial only for the soul of the person 

who has studied? But didn’t Rabbi Elazar say: If not for the Torah 

and its study, heaven and earth would not be sustained, as it is 

stated: “If not for My covenant by day and by night, I would not 

have set up the laws of heaven and earth” (Jeremiah 33:25). It is the 

Torah, the eternal covenant that is studied day and night, that justifies 

the continued existence of the world. The Gemara answers: This is 

indeed correct, but at the outset when a person does this mitzva, he 

does it for himself, and only afterward does he have in mind the 

benefit that will be brought to the entire world. 


Rav Ashi said: And even according to what Rabbi Eliezer said, that 
rejoicing on a Festival is optional, there is a refutation: If on a Fes- 
tival, when a biblically prohibited labor, such as slaughtering, baking, 
or cooking, is permitted even when it is performed for an optional 
activity, nonetheless a rabbinic decree that is with it is not permitted, 
and we do not say that since they permitted an optional activity they 
permitted everything associated with it; how much more so on Shab- 
bat, when a biblically prohibited labor is only permitted when it is 
performed for a mitzva, isn’t it right not to permit a rabbinic decree 
that is with it? Activities that are forbidden due to a rabbinic decree 
should thus be prohibited on Shabbat even for the purpose ofa mitzva, 
against the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


HALAKHA 
Eating on the ninth of Tishrei - »»»wna TY: It isa 
mitzva to eat heartily on the eve of Yom Kippur, and 
the Bible considers anyone who is careful to do so as 
though he had fasted on that day as well (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6041). 


NOTES 


Mar, son of Ravina — %277 714 Wa: The custom of Mar, the son 
of Ravina, has raised several questions among the commentar- 
ies and halakhic authorities. Some argue that he followed the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who does not require one to eat on 
Festivals, and that this is a proof that the halakha adopts his 
view. Other commentaries distinguish between different types 
of fasts: A fast of mourning, which is prohibited on Shabbat and 
he Festivals, including the day of the New Moon and Hanuk- 
ah; an unwitting fast due to preoccupation with one's activities, 
which is only prohibited on Shabbat and the Festivals; a fast for 
he purpose of asking for mercy, which is only prohibited on 
Purim; and a fast due to Torah study, which is prohibited on 
Shabbat, Shavuot, Purim, and the eve of Yom Kippur (Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi). However, Rav Hai Gaon and the Ra’avad reject 
his explanation entirely. It would seem that the explanation is 
hat Mar, son of Ravina, would for some reason vow to fast the 
entire year, specifically excluding particular days. Consequently, 


the vow also applied to Festivals on which it is generally prohib- 
ited to fast, and so it is impossible to derive rules about when it 
is permitted to fast based on his conduct (Meiri). 


One who eats and drinks on the ninth, the verse ascribes him 
credit as if he fasted on both the ninth and the tenth - bs 
sown magna toys DNT yoy mya ta nywna TDWI dies 
vwy: There are two distinct aspects to repentance. A person 
must control his base wants and desires by refraining from 
the harmful pleasures of the world, but he must also develop 
habits that allow him to function in the real world without 
succumbing to those desires in the future. This practical aspect 
of repentance can only be accomplished when an individual 
successfully faces those challenges. On Yom Kippur, the aspira- 
tion is to reach beyond the physical world by shunning worldly 
pleasures on a one-time basis. It is the eve of Yom Kippur that 


offers an opportunity for a different type of repentance, by 
serving God while eating and drinking (Fin Ayah). 


A third-born [tilta] calf - xnbn Kay: Some commentaries 
explain that this expression refers to a calf that has reached a 
third of its expected lifespan and is of particularly high quality 
(Rashi). Alternatively, the word tilta, like its Hebrew equivalent, 
shelish, refers to something of uniquely choice quality (Tosafot). 


If not for this day. ..how many Yosefs would there be in the 
market — XPIWA XDN ADP 7d...) NT xb X: According to 
the Gemara in tractate Horayot, Rav Yosef's exceptional charac- 
teristic was his vast erudition; he knew and remembered the 
entire Torah. Had the Torah been given directly by God to the 
Jewish people, no part of it would ever have been forgotten. It 
is only because the Torah was transmitted by Moses on Mount 
Sinai on the festival of Shavuot that Rav Yosef's unique quality 
stood out (/yyun Ya‘akov). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Eliezer - qw 939: Whenever the name Rabbi 
Eliezer occurs in the Talmud without a patronymic, it 
refers to Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, also known as 
Rabbi Eliezer the Great, one of the leading Sages in 
he period after the destruction of the Second Temple. 
Rabbi Eliezer was born to a wealthy family of Levites 
who traced their lineage back to Moses. Rabbi Eliezer 
began studying Torah late in life, but quickly became 
an outstanding disciple of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. 
ndeed, Rabban Yohanan remarked: If all the Sages of 
srael were on one side of a scale and Eliezer ben Hyr- 
canus was on the other, he would outweigh them all. 

Rabbi Eliezer was blessed with a remarkable mem- 
ory. All his life he attempted, in his Torah study and his 
halakhic rulings, to follow the traditions of his Rabbis 
without any additions. Nevertheless, despite being the 
primary student of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, who 
was a disciple of Beit Hillel, Rabbi Eliezer was consid- 
ered to tend toward the views of Beit Shammai. Rabbi 
Eliezer's close friend, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya, 
entirely followed the views of Beit Hillel, and many 
undamental halakhic disputes between these Sages 
are recorded in the Mishna. 

Because of Rabbi Eliezer’s staunch and unflinching 
adherence to tradition, he was unwilling to accede to 
the majority view. His conduct generated so much 
tension among the Sages that Rabban Gamliel, the 
brother of his wife, Ima Shalom, was forced to excom- 
municate him to prevent the proliferation of contro- 
versy. This ban was lifted only after Rabbi Eliezer’s death. 
Virtually all of the Sages of the next generation were 
Rabbi Eliezer’s students, most prominent among them 
Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Eliezer's son, Hyrcanus, was also 
a Sage. 


Rabbi Akiva — xp% 37: Rabbi Akiva, who lived just 
after the destruction of the Second Temple, was one 
of the greatest of the tanna’im. Unlettered until the 
age of forty, Akiva was encouraged by his wife Rachel 
to devote himself to the study of Torah. After years of 
study under the tutelage of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, 
Yehoshua ben Hananya, and others, he acquired thou- 
sands of students and established his own academy 
in Bnei Brak. 

Rabbi Akiva systematized and arranged the many 
oral traditions, and it was the mishna of Rabbi Akiva 
as received by his disciple, Rabbi Meir, that ultimately 
became the basis of the six orders of the Mishna. 

Rabbi Akiva was the spiritual leader of the bar 
okheva revolt. He even proclaimed bar Kokheva to be 
he Messiah early in the struggle, but he later retracted 
his opinion. Despite Roman decrees against dissemi- 
nating Torah, the aged Rabbi Akiva continued to teach. 
Rabbi Akiva was arrested by the Romans, imprisoned, 
ried, and sentenced to death. As one of the Ten Mar- 
yrs, he suffered a martyr's death at the hands of the 
Romans. As the Romans were torturing him to death, 
he recited Shema and explained to his students that he 
now has the opportunity to fulfill the true meaning of 
oving God with all of one's soul. 


HALAKHA 
Sprinkling on Shabbat - nawa At: Sprinkling pu- 
rifying water on someone who is ritually impure is 
prohibited on Shabbat by rabbinic decree (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:8). 
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And Rabbi Eliezer’ rejects this refutation because, in his opinion, 
permitting a rabbinic decree for the sake of a mitzva is preferable. 
We cannot derive through an a fortiori inference that since rabbinic 
decrees were not permitted for optional activities associated with rejoic- 
ing on festivals, they must not be permitted for the purpose of a mitzva 
on Shabbat. This is because it is possible that they permitted rabbinic 
decrees for mitzva purposes due to the importance of the mitzva. 


It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer said: What reason do I have? 
If actions that facilitate the performance of the mitzva and are done 
after the slaughter, such as cleaning the intestines which is permitted 
according all opinions, override Shabbat even though the mitzva has 
already been done, is it possible to say that actions that facilitate the 
performance of the mitzva and must be done before the slaughter do 
not also override Shabbat? 


Rabbi Akiva’ said to him: What reason do I have to reject this com- 
parison? If actions that facilitate the performance of the mitzva that 
are done after the slaughter override Shabbat, that is because slaugh- 
ter has already overridden Shabbat and therefore an action that violates 
a rabbinic decree is performed, after Shabbat has already been overrid- 
den; can you say that actions that facilitate the performance of the 
mitzva and are done before the slaughter should override Shabbat 
even though slaughter has not yet overridden Shabbat? Alternatively, 
Rabbi Akiva has another reason: Perhaps the offering will be found to 
be disqualified" due to a blemish and the person will be found to have 
violated Shabbat retroactively when he slaughtered the animal without 
fulfilling a mitzva. 


Rabbi Eliezer rejects this argument: If so, if you are concerned about 
this possibility, it should also not be slaughtered; for perhaps the of- 
fering will be found to be invalid and the person will be found to have 
violated Shabbat retroactively. Rather, the course of the discussion 
must have gone as follows: Rabbi Akiva said this last reason to Rabbi 
Eliezer at the beginning and he refuted it as explained above; and then 
Rabbi Akiva said to him this other reason of: What reason do I have to 
reject this comparison? If actions that facilitate the performance of the 
mitzva override, etc. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva responded and said to 

Rabbi Eliezer that the law governing the sprinkling of the purifying 

water of a red heifer proves that actions prohibited by a rabbinic decree, 
even when they are performed for the sake of a mitzva, do not override 

Shabbat. He then goes on to argue that we can reverse the order of the 

argument and conclude by way ofan a fortiori inference that even slaugh- 
ter does not override Shabbat. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 

Eliezer said to him about this: Akiva, you have lightheartedly respond- 
ed to me with a faulty a fortiori inference with regard to slaughter.’ His 

death will be with slaughter; meaning, as punishment for this disre- 
spect you will be slaughtered by other people. Rabbi Akiva said to him: 
My teacher, do not deny my contention at the time we are discussing 

this inference, for this is the tradition I received from you: Sprinkling 

is forbidden by rabbinic decree and does not override Shabbat." 


Perhaps the offering will be found to be disqualified - Kaw 
bypp mat xy: This argument is quoted differently in the Jerusalem 
Talmud: Perhaps the offering will be found to be invalid and it 
will turn out that Shabbat was violated without the animal be- 
ing slaughtered. And it is the slaughter of the sacrifice that is the 
essence of the mitzva, while everything that precedes it merely 
facilitates that mitzva. According to this version, there is no room 
for the Gemara’s question that we should also not slaughter the 


animal (see Sefat Emet). 


You have petals to me with regard to slaughter - - mona 


NOTES 


what is found in the Jerusalem Talmud: Rabbi Akiva studied with 
Rabbi Eliezer for thirteen years without Rabbi Eliezer recogniz- 
ing his greatness, and this was the first question. Rabbi Akiva 
posed to Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Eliezer was surprised by the dif- 
ficult question posed by a student he had not appreciated up 
to this point. With regard to Rabbi Eliezer’s condemnation of 
Rabbi Akiva with the statement that: His death will be by slaugh- 
ter, a similar statement appears elsewhere: | will be surprised if 
he will die naturally. Apparently, this statement is cited here to 
hint to the Sages’ teaching that even an unwarranted curse of a 
sage is fulfilled, since Rabbi Akiva was in fact tortured to death 
by the Romans. 
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The Gemara asks: Seeing that Rabbi Eliezer taught Rabbi Akiva 
this halakha that sprinkling purifying water does not override 
Shabbat, what is the reason he retracted his opinion? Ulla said: 
When Rabbi Eliezer taught him this halakha, he taught it to him 
with respect to sprinkling that is performed in order to enable a 
ritually impure priest to partake of teruma. This sprinkling does 
not override Shabbat because even separating teruma itself does 
not override Shabbat. But he never taught Rabbi Akiva this ha- 
lakha with respect to sprinkling that is performed in order enable 
someone to eat of the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara notes that Rabbi Akiva as well, when he challenged 
Rabbi Eliezer, challenged him with regard to the halakha of 
sprinkling for teruma, and his objection should be understood 
as follows: Eating teruma is a mitzva, and sprinkling purifying 
water on someone who is ritually impure is only prohibited due 
to a rabbinic decree; nevertheless, sprinkling purifying water on 
a ritually impure priest, in order to enable him to eat teruma, is 
prohibited on Shabbat. Thus it follows by a fortiori inference that 
slaughter, which is a biblically prohibited labor, should certainly 
be forbidden on Shabbat, even when performed for the sake of a 
mitzva. And Rabbi Eliezer thought Rabbi Akiva was challenging 
him with regard to the halakha of sprinkling that is performed in 
order to enable someone to eat of the Paschal lamb; that is why 
he said that he disagreed about sprinkling as well. 


Rabba raised an objection to Ulla’s explanation, based on a dif- 
ferent baraita which states: Rabbi Akiva responded and said: 
The sprinkling of purifying water on someone who is ritually 
impure due to contact with a corpse proves the matter when his 
seventh day of impurity occurs on Shabbat and it is also the eve 
of Passover, for it is done for the sake of a mitzva, in order to 
allow the person to eat of the Paschal lamb, and it is prohibited 
only due to a rabbinic decree, and nonetheless it does not over- 
ride Shabbat. From this baraita it is clear that Rabbi Akiva chal- 
lenged Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the halakha of sprinkling that 
is performed in order to enable someone to eat the Paschal lamb. 


Rather, we must reject Ulla’s explanation and say instead that 
Rabbi Eliezer certainly taught Rabbi Akiva about sprinkling that 
is performed in order to enable someone to eat of the Paschal 
lamb. And with regard to the question that seeing that Rabbi 
Eliezer himself taught him this halakha, what is the reason that 
Rabbi Eliezer refutes it, the Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer 
forgot his own teaching and Rabbi Akiva came to remind him 
of his teaching by drawing an a fortiori inference that would cause 
Rabbi Eliezer to remember what he himself had taught. The Ge- 
mara asks: If so, then let Rabbi Akiva say explicitly that this is 
what Rabbi Eliezer himselfhad taught him. The Gemara answers: 
He thought that it would not be proper to tell his teacher that 
he had forgotten his teaching, and therefore his initial attempt was 
to remind him indirectly. 


The Gemara questions the reason for the halakha under discus- 
sion. What is the reason that the sprinkling of purifying water 
does not override Shabbat? Since it involves the mere moving 
of the liquid from the utensil in his hand to the body of the person 
seeking purification, why should it be forbidden on Shabbat? Let 
it at least override Shabbat on account of the mitzva of the 
Paschal lamb. Rabba said: The prohibition against sprinkling is 
a rabbinic decree that was instituted lest one take the utensil 
containing the purifying water and carry it a distance of four 
cubits in the public domain," thus violating an actual Torah 
prohibition. This is consistent with Rabba’s opinion in several 
other places in the Talmud that the Sages forbade the fulfillment 
of certain mitzvot due to a similar concern about carrying in the 
public domain. 


NOTES 


Lest one take the utensil and carry it four cubits in the public 
domain — wI nwa niax yas mY mabe» Kaw: The 
fact that the rationale for the rabbinic decree was the concern 
that one might come to carry a utensil four cubits in the public 
domain, and not the simpler concern that one might carry it from 
a private domain to the public domain, follows from the reality 
of the period. Most of the streets in Eretz Yisrael were not hala- 
khically defined as public domains, either because they were not 
sufficiently wide or because the city wall closed off the ends of 
the street. Therefore, to carry something from a private domain to 
a public domain, one would generally have to pass through the 
intermediate domain known as a karmelit, in which case there 
would be no violation of the Torah prohibition against carrying 
from one domain to another (Tosefot Rid). 
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NOTES 

Actions that facilitate the performance of a mitzva 
override Shabbat — naw ny pris mya war: Based 
on the source of this halakha, itis clear that Rabbi Eliezer 
maintains that just as the mitzva itself overrides Shabbat 
law, so too any activity that facilitates its performance 
overrides Shabbat law, as well. Apparently, this provision 
is not just for pressing circumstances, but rather one 
may perform a prohibited labor on Shabbat for the sake 
of a mitzva ab initio, even if it would have been possible 
to prepare for the mitzva before Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


An uncircumcised adult who did not circumcise him- 
self- ba xow hy: Ifan uncircumcised adult deliberately 
failed to circumcise himself before the time for bringing 
the Paschal lamb passed, and he did not bring the sacri- 
fice on the second Pesah, even unwittingly, he is liable 
to receive the punishment of karet for having violated 
the positive commandment to bring the Paschal lamb 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:4). 


Perek VI 
Daf69 Amud b 


NOTES 

If the entire community is uncircumcised - mia NT 
pow WY: It is necessary to circumcise even an entire 
community before Passover in order to enable them 
to eat the Paschal lamb. This is hinted at in the Torah. 
It is explicitly related that all those who entered Eretz 
Yisrael were circumcised before eating the Paschal lamb 
(Joshua 5). 
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The Gemara asks: At least according to Rabbi Eliezer, let us carry the 

purifying water even in the public domain, for Rabbi Eliezer said as a 

general rule that actions that facilitate the performance of a mitzva 

override Shabbat," even if they are not mitzvot themselves and involve 

transgression of Torah prohibitions. They say that there is room to dis- 
tinguish between different situations: The rule that actions necessary to 

facilitate a mitzva override Shabbat only applies when the person him- 
selfis fit to fulfill the mitzva and the obligation to fulfill it is incumbent 

upon him. But here where the person himself is not fit to eat the 

Paschal lamb, as he is presently ritually impure, the obligation to fulfill 

the mitzva is not incumbent upon him, and therefore actions that 

would enable him to fulfill the mitzva do not override Shabbat. 


Rabba said: According to the statement of Rabbi Eliezer that when 
a person is unfit no obligation is incumbent upon him, in the case of 
a healthy baby, one may heat water for him to strengthen him even 
further in order to circumcise him on Shabbat, as he is already now 
fit to be circumcised. But in the case of a sickly baby, one may not 
heat water for him to strengthen him in order to circumcise him, for 
owing to his sickliness he is not presently fit for the mitzva, and acts 
that facilitate a mitzva do not override Shabbat if the person is not 
currently fit for the mitzva. 


Rava said: But if the baby is healthy, why does he need hot water to 
strengthen him? Rather, Rava said: All babies are considered sickly 
with respect to circumcision, as they all need to be washed with hot 
water. Therefore, both in the case of a healthy baby and in the case of 
a sickly baby, one may not heat water for him to strengthen him in 
order to circumcise him on Shabbat, even according to Rabbi Eliezer, 
as he is not presently fit for the mitzva. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s distinction between someone 
who is currently fit for the mitzva and someone who is not, based on 
what was taught elsewhere in a baraita: An uncircumcised adult who 
did not circumcise himself" before Passover is liable to the punish- 
ment of karet for having intentionally violated the mitzva to bring the 
Paschal lamb, as an uncircumcised person may not eat of the offering; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. But here the person himself 
is not fit, for as long as he is uncircumcised he is not obligated to bring 
the Paschal lamb, and nonetheless the baraita is teaching that he is 
punished with karet. Apparently, the obligation is incumbent upon 
him even though he is presently unfit to perform the mitzva. 


Rabba said in answer to this objection: Rabbi Eliezer holds that one 
may not slaughter the Paschal lamb or sprinkle its blood for someone 
who is ritually impure due to contact with a creeping animal because 
he is currently impure, even though he can immerse in a ritual bath 
and become pure by the night of Passover. 


And Rabbi Eliezer further maintains with regard to any form of impu- 
rity due to which an individual is deferred to the second Pesah, that 
if the entire community is afflicted with it, they observe the first Pesah 
in a state of ritual impurity. And he accepts yet another principle: 
Anything that applies to the community applies to an individual, 
and anything that does not apply to the community does not apply 
to an individual. 


On the basis of these principles, we can say as follows: With regard to 
lack of circumcision, if the entire community is uncircumcised" we 
say to them: Arise, and circumcise yourselves, and offer the Paschal 
lamb, and we do not allow them to offer the sacrifice while uncircum- 
cised. Therefore, with regard to an individual as well, we say to him: 
Arise, and circumcise yourself, and offer the Paschal lamb; and if 
he does not circumcise himself and offer the Paschal lamb, he is liable 
to the punishment of karet. 
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With regard to impurity, however, if the whole community is 
impure we do not sprinkle the purifying water on them; rather, 
they offer the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity. Therefore, 
an individual, as well, is exempt from sprinkling; and since he 
is exempt, sprinkling does not override Shabbat. A distinction may 
be drawn between the two cases: An uncircumcised person must 
circumcise himself, but a person who is ritually impure need not 
undergo purification. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: Are these principles 
really correct? But there is the second Pesah, which does not apply 
to the community and yet it applies to an individual. Rava said 
to Rav Huna: It is different there, as the community already of- 
fered the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah in a state of ritual impu- 
rity, and therefore the second Pesah can apply to individuals al- 
though it does not apply to the community. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita in which it was 
taught: One might have thought that only one who was pure and 
not on a distant journey is punishable by karet for having ne- 
glected to offer the Paschal lamb, as the Torah explicitly states that 
a person who was ritually impure or on a distant journey is exempt 
from the first Pesah and obligated in the second Pesah. But as for 
one who was uncircumcised or ritually impure from a creeping 
animal and all the others who are ritually impure not from a 
corpse, and they did not undergo circumcision or purification be- 
fore Passover, from where do we know that they are also liable to 
receive karet? The verse states: “But the man that is clean, and is 
not on a journey, and fails to keep the Passover, then that person 
shall be cut off from his people” (Numbers 9:13); the expression 
“but the man” comes to include anyone who can become pure and 
fit to participate in the Paschal lamb, but fails to do so." 


The Gemara infers from this baraita: From the fact that he searches 

for a source to include one who is ritually impure from a creeping 

animal, it is clear that he holds that one may not slaughter the 

Paschal lamb or sprinkle its blood for someone who is ritually 
impure from a creeping animal. For if one may slaughter and 

sprinkle for someone impure from a creeping animal, why did 

he search for a source to include it? He is the same as anyone who 

is pure and did not offer the Paschal lamb, for he could have sent 

his offering with someone else and eaten from it in the evening after 
having undergone ritual immersion. Rather, it is clear that one may 
not slaughter or sprinkle for him; and, nonetheless, ifhe neglected 

the mitzva of the Paschal lamb, he is liable to receive karet. Appar- 
ently then, although he was not fit at that time to offer the Paschal 

lamb, the obligation is nonetheless incumbent upon him to render 
himself fit. And although this does not apply to the community, 
for a community that is impure with the impurity of a creeping 
animal brings the Paschal lamb in a state of impurity, it does apply 
to an individual. 


Rather, Rava said that we should reject the previous statement and 
say instead that Rabbi Eliezer holds that one may slaughter the 
Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood for someone who is ritually 
impure from a creeping animal, and the same is true with regard 
to someone who is ritually impure from a corpse on his seventh 
day of impurity. If so, for what purpose is the sprinkling of the 
purifying water? If it is possible to slaughter the Paschal lamb and 
sprinkle its blood on this person's behalf even when he is impure, 
the only reason to sprinkle the purifying water is for the purpose of 
eating the Paschal lamb. However, eating of the Paschal lamb is 
not essential" for the fulfillment of the mitzva, for if the blood of 
the sacrifice is sprinkled in a permitted fashion on someone’s behalf 
and afterward he is unable to eat the meat of the sacrifice, e.g., it 
became impure or was lost, he has fulfilled his obligation and is not 
liable to receive karet. This being the case, sprinkling the purifying 
waters is not an act that is necessary to facilitate a mitzva and does 
not override Shabbat even according to Rabbi Eliezer. 


HALAKHA 


People who are uncircumcised or ritually impure — py 
DRAI: A ritually impure person who was able to purify him- 
self before Passover but failed to do so, or an uncircumcised 
person who did not undergo circumcision until after the 
time for bringing the Paschal lamb, is regarded as having 
deliberately violated the mitzva to bring the Paschal lamb. 
If he does not bring the sacrifice on the second Pesah, even 
unwittingly, he is liable to the punishment of karet (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:4). 


NOTES 


Eating of the Paschal lamb is not essential - oripa nox 
KIDY xd: According to the Gemara's conclusion, in ‘order for 
one to fulfill his obligation with regard to the Paschal lamb, 
he offering must be fit to be eaten both from the perspective 
of the sacrifice, i.e., the time of its slaughter and the sprinkling 
of its blood, and from the perspective of the person intending 
o eat it. However, the actual eating is not essential. Therefore, 
if it cannot be eaten for some reason, e.g., if the animal was 
ound to have a condition that would have caused it to die 
within twelve months [tereifa], or if the meat was lost, or if 
he person who was to eat it contracted ritual impurity, the 
individual has already fulfilled his obligation. 
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HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva with 

regard to the Paschal lamb - nbga KI*pY +23 abn: 

Slaughtering the Paschal lamb and other actions that could 
not have been performed for the sacrifice before Shabbat, 
override Shabbat law. However, actions necessary to facili- 
tate offering the sacrifice that could have been performed 
before Shabbat, but were not done then, do not override 
Shabbat law, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
and the ruling of Rav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:18). 


The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva with 
regard to circumcision - MY23 KPP% aya MoM: Circum- 
cising, uncovering the flesh at the area of the circumcision, 
which is an essential part of the circumcision, and caring 
for the baby after circumcision are all activities that cannot 
be performed before Shabbat. Consequently, these ac- 
tions override Shabbat law. However, something that can 
be done before Shabbat does not override Shabbat law, 
even if it is prohibited only by rabbinic decree, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva and the ruling of Rav 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:6 and Yoreh De'a 266:2). 
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Any prohibited labor that can be performed on the eve of 
Shabbat - naw awa mnivy> wor TINY: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud the question is asked: If it turns out that a prohibited 
labor could not have been performed before Shabbat, what is 
the law? For example, what if the animal developed a wart on 
Shabbat? It answers that Rabbi Akiva's principle does not relate 
to specific situations concerning warts, but to the class of warts. 
Since the removal of a wart is essentially an activity that can 
be performed before Shabbat, it does not override Shabbat. 


Circumcision, upon which thirteen covenants were es- 
tablished - ninaa mwy wow myy anay mn: The simple 
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NOTES 


Rav Adda bar Abba said to Rava: Ifit is so, that one may slaughter 
the Paschal lamb for someone who is ritually impure from a creeping 
animal, it turns out that the Paschal lamb is slaughtered for people 
who cannot eat it, and it is stated elsewhere that such a sacrifice is 
disqualified. Rava said to him: When it says that a Paschal lamb that 
is slaughtered for people who cannot eat is disqualified, this refers 
to a case where it is slaughtered for a sick or elderly person who is 
not at all fit to eat the sacrifice. But this person is essentially fit to 
eat the sacrifice but has not yet been made ready to actually eat it. 
He himself is regarded as fit to eat the sacrifice, and it is only some 
external factor that prevents him from doing so. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Akiva stated a principle that 
any prohibited labor required for the offering of the sacrifice that 
can be performed before Shabbat does not override Shabbat; where- 
as slaughter, which cannot be performed on the eve of Shabbat, 
overrides Shabbat. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva with regard to the 
Paschal lamb." The Gemara points out that we also learned some- 
thing similar to this in another mishna with regard to circumci- 
sion: Rabbi Akiva stated a principle: Any prohibited labor re- 
quired for circumcision that can be performed on the eve of 
Shabbat" because it need not be done specifically on the day of the 
circumcision does not override Shabbat; the circumcision itself, 
which cannot be performed on the eve of Shabbat, since it is not 
yet time to perform the circumcision, overrides Shabbat. And Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva with regard to circumcision." 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to state this ruling in 

both cases, for had Rav taught us that the halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva only with regard to the Paschal 

lamb, the conclusion would have been: It is specifically there that 

the facilitators of a mitzva that can be performed the day before do 

not override Shabbat because thirteen covenants were not estab- 
lished upon the Paschal lamb, and it is therefore not so significant. 
But with regard to circumcision, upon which thirteen covenants 

were established," as is evidenced by the fact that the word covenant 

appears thirteen times in the chapter relating to circumcision (Gen- 
esis 17), which serves as a covenant between God and the Jewish 

nation, I would say that even facilitating actions that could have 

been performed on Shabbat eve should override Shabbat. 


And had Rav taught us that the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Akiva only with regard to circumcision, the 

conclusion would have been: It is specifically there that the facilita- 
tors of a mitzva that can be performed before Shabbat do not over- 
ride Shabbat, as there is no punishment of karet" if the circumci- 
sion is delayed, since liability for karet only applies when the child 

becomes obligated in mitzvot and chooses not to circumcise himself. 
But with regard to the Paschal lamb, where there is karet for one 

who fails to offer the sacrifice at its proper time, I would say that 

such facilitators should override Shabbat. It is therefore necessary 

to teach that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Akiva in both cases. 


explanation that is offered for this is that the word covenant 
appears thirteen times in the chapter relating to circumcision. 
The Tosefot Yom Tov elaborates at length, arguing that the 
repetition of the word covenant alludes to the significance of 
circumcision. This number is representative of God's thirteen at- 
tributes of mercy, in relation to which the term covenant is also 
mentioned. 


Circumcision where there is no karet - m3 xr mon: The 
mitzva of circumcision, like that of the Paschal lamb, is a positive 
commandment, whose deliberate violation is punishable by 
karet. However, the mitzva of circumcision has various compo- 


nents: A father is obligated to circumcise his son on the eighth 
day after birth and if he fails to do so he has neglected one 
element of the mitzva, which is to circumcise on the eighth 
day. If he fails to circumcise his son entirely, he has neglected 
he mitzva incumbent upon a father to circumcise his son. Once 
he son reaches the age of majority, the mitzva applies to him; 
and if he does not circumcise himself, he is liable to receive 
he punishment of karet. But unlike one who fails to offer the 
Paschal lamb at its proper time, who is immediately liable to 
receive karet, one who does not undergo circumcision at the 
proper time can still perform the mitzva at some later point and 
hereby avoid punishment. 
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MI S H N A When does one bring a Festival peace- 

offering with the Paschal lamb?" A spe- 
cial offering is brought on the fourteenth of Nisan together with 
the Paschal lamb when the Paschal lamb comes on a weekday 
rather than on Shabbat, and when it comes in a state of ritual 
purity" as opposed to when it is brought in a state of impurity 
because most of the community is impure, and when many 
people are registered for the Paschal lamb so that each person 
will receive only a small portion from it. When these three 
conditions are met, the Festival peace-offering is eaten first and 
the Paschal lamb is eaten afterward. When, however, the Paschal 
lamb comes on Shabbat, or when few people are registered for 
it so that each person will receive a large portion, or when it is 
brought in a state of ritual impurity, one does not bring a 
Festival peace- offering with it. 


With regard to the extra offering itself, the Festival peace- 
offering would come from the flock, from the herd, from 
sheep or from goats, from males or from females, as the Fes- 
tival peace-offering is not bound by the limitations governing 
the Paschal offering, which must be specifically a young male 
sheep or goat. And the Festival peace-offering is eaten for two 
days and one night like other peace-offerings." 


C E M A RA The Gemara questions why this halakha 

is recorded here: What did the mishna 
previously teach" that made it relevant to teach this halakha 
with regard to a Festival peace-offering despite the fact that it 
seems to be unconnected to the previous mishnayot? The Ge- 
mara answers: Since it taught that carrying the Paschal lamb 
through a public domain and bringing it from outside the Shab- 
bat limit do not override Shabbat, it also taught with regard to 
the halakha of a Festival peace-offering, that it does not over- 
ride Shabbat. And this is what the mishna is saying: When 
does one bring a Festival peace-offering with the Paschal 
lamb? When it comes on a weekday, in a state of ritual purity, 
and when each person's portion is small. 


Rav Ashi said: Learn from this that the Festival peace-offering 
of the fourteenth of Nisan, which comes with the Paschal lamb 
and is the subject of our mishna, as opposed to the Festival 
peace-offering that is brought on the first day of Passover and is 
called the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth, 


is not an obligation, meaning there is no Torah obligation to 
bring this offering. For if it should enter your mind to say that 
it is an obligation, it should come even on Shabbat, and it 
should come even when each member of the group will receive 
a large portion of the Paschal lamb, and it should come even 
in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: If there is no obligation to bring this offering, 
what is the reason that it nevertheless comes when each per- 
son's portion of the Paschal lamb is small? The Gemara explains 
that the reason is as it was taught in a baraita: The Festival 
peace-offering that comes with the Paschal lamb is eaten 
first; the reason for this is so that the Paschal lamb will be 
eaten when one is already satiated." The Paschal lamb should 
not be eaten in a needy manner, but rather in joy and when one 
is already filled to satisfaction. 


HALAKHA 

When does one bring a Festival peace-offering with the Paschal 
lamb — nopan oy maan DRWIN MK: A Festival peace-offering is 
brought with the Paschal lamb that is offered on a weekday, in a 
state of ritual purity, and when many people are registered for it 
and the Paschal lamb cannot satiate them all. If these conditions 
are not all met, the Festival peace-offering is not brought, in ac- 
cordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 10:12). 


The time for eating the Festival peace-offering — 7330 nox yar: 
The Festival peace-offering brought with the Paschal lamb is eaten 
for two days and the intervening night, in accordance with the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:13). 


NOTES 


Ona weekday and ina state of ritual purity - ma bina: Tosefot 
Yom Tovasks: Why does the mishna change the order of these condi- 
tions? First, it states that the Festival peace-offering is brought when 

the Paschal lamb is offered on a weekday, in purity and when each 

person’s portion is small; and then it states that the offering is not 
brought on Shabbat, or when each person's portion of it is large, or 
when it is brought in a state of ritual impurity. There are those who 

explain that the mishna inserts the case of a Paschal lamb with 

large portions between the cases of Shabbat and ritual impurity to 

teach us: Just as one is prohibited from offering the Festival peace- 
offering on Shabbat, so too when the portions of the Paschal lamb 

are large, bringing the Festival peace-offering is not optional but is 
absolutely prohibited (Tiferet Yisrael; see Rashash). 


What did the mishna teach — «3m x12 : This seems to be a two- 
‘old question: First, why is the Festival peace-offering discussed in 
he middle of the laws of the Paschal lamb? Second, why does the 
mishna address the details of the Festival peace-offering when it 
has not yet clarified the basic obligation to bring that sacrifice? The 
answer is that the Gemara relies upon the primary discussion of the 
aws of Festival peace-offerings in tractate Hagiga. Here, incidental 
o the discussion of which actions associated with the Paschal lamb 
override Shabbat and which do not, the Gemara also discusses the 
halakha governing the Festival peace-offering that accompanies 
he Paschal lamb. 


HALAKHA = ——W————___—__- 
The Festival peace-offering...is eaten first - nyna mbowe2...r3930: 
Itis preferable to consume the Paschal lamb when already satiated. 
Therefore, when one brings a Festival peace-offering of the four- 
teenth of Nisan, he should eat the meat of that offering first, and 
then consume the meat of the Paschal lamb, as taught in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:3). 


NOTES 


So that the Paschal lamb will be eaten when one is already sati- 
ated - pawn by bors nds KPW: The Jerusalem Talmud explains 
that the Paschal lamb must be eaten while one is satiated, for if 
those eating the offering are hungry, they are more likely to violate 
the Torah prohibition against breaking the bones of the Paschal 
lamb. Some commentaries understand that all sacrificial meat must 
be eaten on a full stomach, because such meat should not be 
consumed in a ravenous manner, but in a dignified manner that 


displays greatness, as kings eat (Mordekhai) 
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NOTES 

Festival peace-offering — 733M: This is a peace-offering 
that was sacrificed in honor of the three pilgrim Festivals. 
Everyone required to make the pilgrimage to Jerusalem for 
the Festival was obligated to bring this offering, which was 
sacrificed on the first day of the Festival. However, if one did 
not do so, it could be sacrificed during the intermediate 
days of the Passover and Sukkot Festivals, on the last day of 
Passover, on the Eighth Day of Assembly, or during the six 
days following the festival of Shavuot. 


HALAKHA 


The Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth - naan 
wy mya: The Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth is 
optional. One cannot use it to fulfill his obligation to bring a 
Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth, but he can use it to 
ulfill the mitzva of bringing a peace-offering of rejoicing on 
he Festival. In this regard, the Rabbis do not disagree with 
ben Teima (Kesef Mishne). The Ra'avad asserts that since it is 
optional, if one stipulates that it should serve as one’s regular 
Festival peace-offering, one can fulfill that obligation with it, 
because the baraita cited in the Gemara follows the opinion 
of ben Teima and the halakha does not follow his view (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:10). 
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The mishna taught that the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth 
is eaten for two days and the intervening night. The Gemara notes 
that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of ben 
Teima, for it was taught in a baraita that ben Teima says: The 
Festival peace-offering" that comes with the Paschal lamb on the 
fourteenth of Nisan is like the Paschal lamb and is eaten for only 
a day and a night, whereas the Festival peace-offering of the fif- 
teenth, i.e., the Festival peace-offering brought on the first day of 
Passover, just as it is brought on the first day of each of the other 
Festivals, is treated like a regular peace-offering and is eaten for two 
days and one, i.e., the intervening, night. 


And if one consecrated an animal to be used as a Festival peace- 
offering of the fourteenth," but it was not slaughtered on that day, 
on the next day he can fulfill with it his obligation to bring a peace- 
offering of rejoicing, as it is stated: “And you shall rejoice on your 
Festival,” but he cannot fulfill with it his obligation to bring a 
Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason and scriptural basis for ben 
Teima’s opinion? The Gemara explains: As Rav taught his son 
Hiyya based on the following verse: “Neither shall the offering of 
the feast of the Passover be left to the morning” (Exodus 34:25). 

“The offering of the feast,” this is referring to the Festival peace- 
offering; “the Passover,’ as per its plain meaning, i.e., this is refer- 
ring to the Paschal lamb itself. And with regard to both sacrifices, 
the Merciful One states in the Torah: “It shall not be left to the 
morning.” This proves that the Festival peace-offering may be eaten 
for only a day and a night. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the opinion 
of ben Teima, is the Festival peace-offering that is brought with the 
Paschal lamb eaten roasted like the Paschal lamb itself or is it not 
eaten roasted? The possible considerations are as follows: When 
the Merciful One compares the Festival peace-offering to the 
Paschal lamb in the Torah, was that only with regard to leaving it 
over until the morning, but with regard to the mitzva of roasting, 
no such comparison is made? Or perhaps there is no difference; 
the comparison was complete, and the Festival peace-offering is 
roasted just like the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution from what was 
taught in a mishna: In the time of the Temple, one of the questions 
that the children would ask on the night of Passover was: How is 
this night different from all other nights? For on all other nights we 
eat meat that is roasted, stewed, or boiled, whereas on this night it 
is all roasted. And Rav Hisda said: This is the statement of ben 
Teima, indicating that even the Festival peace-offering of the four- 
teenth must be roasted. The Gemara concludes: Learn from this 
that the Festival peace-offering must be roasted just like the Paschal 
lamb. 


Another dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the 

opinion of ben Teima, does the Festival peace- offering of the four- 
teenth come from the herd or does it not come from the herd, 
like the Paschal offering, which must be brought from the flock? 

Does it come even from females or does it not come from females, 
just like the Paschal offering comes only from males? Does it come 

even from a two-year-old animal or does it not come from a two- 
year-old animal, but rather only from a one-year-old animal, like 

the Paschal offering itself? 


The Gemara explains that this dilemma is based on a fundamental 
question similar to the one raised earlier: When the Merciful One 
compares the Festival peace-offering to the Paschal lamb in the 
Torah, was that only with regard to matters pertaining to eating 
and the time during which the Paschal lamb must be eaten, but for 
everything else there is no comparison? Or perhaps there is no 
difference and the Torah compared these two offerings in every 
way. 
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Come and hear an answer to these questions from what was 

taught in a baraita: The Festival peace-offering that comes 

with the Paschal offering on the fourteenth of Nisan is like the 

Paschal offering in every respect. It comes from the flock and 

does not come from the herd, it comes from males and does 

not come from females, it comes from an animal that is a year 
old and does not come from an animal that is two years old, 
and it is eaten for only a day and a night, and it is eaten only 
roasted, and it is eaten only by those who registered for it in 

advance. 


The Gemara explains how this baraita answers the questions 
raised above: Who have you heard adopts this reasoning, 
comparing the Paschal offering and the Festival peace-offering 
of the fourteenth? Surely it is ben Teima. Learn from this that 
we require everything," that the Festival peace-offering of the 
fourteenth must parallel the Paschal offering in all its details. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that they are 
comparable in every way." 


Yet another dilemma was raised before the Sages: According 
to the opinion of ben Teima, is the Festival peace-offering of 
the fourteenth subject to the prohibition against breaking a 
bone, as is the Paschal lamb, with regard to which the Torah 
explicitly states: “And you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 
12:46), or is it not subject to the prohibition against breaking 
a bone? The possible considerations are as follows: Do we say 
that even though the Merciful One compares the Festival 
peace-offering to the Paschal lamb, the verse that teaches the 
prohibition against breaking a bone says “in it,” and these words 
serve as a qualifying statement, indicating that the prohibition 
applies only in it, the Paschal lamb, and not in the Festival 
peace-offering that comes with it? Or perhaps this term, “in 
it,’ teaches that the prohibition applies only to a fit Paschal lamb 
but not to a disqualified one. 


The Gemara proposes: Come and hear a solution based on 
the following mishna: If a slaughtering knife was found" on 
the fourteenth" day of Nisan in Jerusalem, one may slaughter 
with it immediately without concern that perhaps it is ritually 
impure, for presumably any knife that is valid for slaughtering 
had already been immersed on the previous day so that it could 
be used for slaughtering the Paschal lamb. But if it was found 
on the thirteenth" day of Nisan, he must immerse it again" 
due to the possibility that it had not yet been immersed and 
purified. As for a cleaver [kofitz]," a large knife that is used 
primarily for chopping bones, whether it was found on this day, 
the fourteenth, or on the other day, the thirteenth, he must 
immerse it again. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

If a knife was found on the fourteenth - Ayaka NKYA pap 
‘Wy: If one finds a knife in Jerusalem on the fourteenth of Nisan, 
he may use it immediately to slaughter sacrifices such as the 
Paschal lamb and the Festival peace-offering. The Sages did not 
decree that it should be considered ritually impure, because pre- 
sumably it was previously immersed (Kesef Mishne; see Ra'avad). 
This halakha applies even if the fourteenth occurred on Shabbat. 
There is no difference between a slaughtering knife and a cleaver, 
as the distinction found in the baraita is only according to the 
opinion of ben Teima (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 13:5; Kesef Mishne). 


If a knife was found on...the thirteenth - aww. INYO PD 
Wy: If one finds a knife in Jerusalem on the thirteenth day of 
Nisan, he must sprinkle the purifying waters on it and then im- 
merse it. This is the meaning of the phrase shoneh umatbil (Kesef 
Mishne). According to the Ra‘avad, immersion alone is sufficient 
and the sprinkling is unnecessary (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 13:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Cleaver [kofitz] - y»Dip: From the Greek xomtic, kopis, a large knife 


used for cutting or chopping hard items. 


BACKGROUND 
Cleaver — y*Di: A long, curved knife from Roman times. 


Roman-era cleaver 


We require everything - va xop anya: The Gemara does 
not clarify whether the Festival peace- offering of the fourteenth 
of Nisan follows the halakhot of a Paschal lamb or those of a 
regular peace-offering with regard to the time of its slaughter 


and the manner in which its blood is sprinkled on the altar. 


It would seem that it must be slaughtered with the Paschal 
lamb after the afternoon daily offering. However, its blood is 
sprinkled in the manner of a regular peace-offering, and not like 
the Paschal lamb. That is, the blood is sprinkled in the manner 
of two presentations that constitute four, on the two opposite 
corners of the altar, so that it will run down on each of its four 
sides (Tosefot Rid). 


Peace-offerings — aby: Male and female cattle or sheep may 


be sacrificed as peace-offerings. As offerings of lesser holiness, 


they may be slaughtered anywhere within the Temple court- 
yard. Their blood is sprinkled on the two opposite corners of the 
altar in such a manner that it will descend on each of the altar’s 
four sides. Part of each peace-offering is burned on the altar; 
part, i.e., the breast and the right hind leg, is given to the priests; 
and the rest is eaten by the person bringing the offering, with 
his family, anywhere in the city, either on the day the animal 
is sacrificed, on the following day, or during the intervening 
night. With the exception of the Festival peace-offering and a 
few other cases, peace-offerings were brought voluntarily, i.e., 
they were free-will offerings. 


If a knife was found - nxx1aw pap: The Me‘ir explains that un- 
like other utensils, knives found in Jerusalem must be immersed. 
Because other utensils are generally kept in a basket together 


with one's other belongings or are carried by hand, one is care- 
ful to purify them so that they do not impart impurity to the 
other utensils. A knife, however, is not carried in this manner, 
and therefore one is not always careful to purify it. 


He must immerse it again — Sayin miw: The Rambam ex- 
plains that here the word shoneh means sprinkles. The mishna 
is saying that one must sprinkle the purifying water upon the 
knife in case it had become ritually impure through contact 
with a corpse, and then he must immerse it. It cannot mean 
that one must immerse the knife again, as the word shoneh 
would ordinarily indicate, because the whole point of im- 
mersing the knife stems from a concern that it was not yet 
immersed at all. Consequently, the use of the word: Again, 
is meaningless. 
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HALAKHA 


He may slaughter with the knife immediately — ma pniv 
9: The Rambam explains that the reference is to a knife 
that one found on the thirteenth of Nisan. One might have 
thought that on Shabbat the finder would not be allowed 
to slaughter the Paschal lamb with this knife. This is because 
in the event that the knife will later be discovered to be im- 
pure, there would have been performance of forbidden labor, 
slaughtering, on Shabbat, for naught, as the offering would be 
rendered impure and thereby disqualified (Rambam's Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, Shekalim 8:3). By contrast, Rashi ex- 
plains that the reference is not to the knife, but to the cleaver. 
Although the cleaver could not be used on the fourteenth 
with the Paschal lamb, the finder may assume that it was im- 
mersed on the thirteenth so that the owner could use it with 
a peace offering on the fifteenth (see also Tzlah). 


NOTES 
If a cleaver was found tied to a slaughtering knife — nx 
ppd MW? y’aip: If one finds a cleaver tied to a slaughtering 
knife whose status is known, both knives are presumed to 
have the same status, for according to the Rambam, the Sages 
did not distinguish between a slaughtering knife and a cleav- 
er (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 13:7). 


Perek VI 
Daf7o Amud b 


NOTES 


How do the owners know — 18 KN: Even though one can 
know that there are many animals being sacrificed as Paschal 
lambs, one cannot know how many people will register for 
any particular offering, since people may register until the 
time it is sacrificed (Meri). 
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The Gemara clarifies: Whose opinion is taught in this mishna? If 
you say it is the opinion of the Rabbis, who permit breaking the 
bones of the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth, what is 
different about a slaughtering knife found on the fourteenth that 
we say its owner presumably immersed it on the previous day? Is 
it because it is fit for slaughtering the Paschal lamb? If so, a cleav- 
er found on the fourteenth should also not require immersion 
before being used, for presumably its owner already immersed it, 
as it is fit for chopping the bones of the Festival peace-offering. 


Rather, is it not the opinion of ben Teima, and learn from this 
that even the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth is subject 
to the prohibition against breaking a bone, and therefore a cleav- 
er must be immersed again even ifit was found on the fourteenth. 
Since no bones may be broken on the fourteenth of Nisan, neither 
those of the Paschal lamb nor those of the Festival peace-offering, 
it is possible that the knife was not immersed in preparation for 
the Festival. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: No, actually one can explain that 
the mishna reflects the opinion of the Rabbis, and it is referring 
to a case where the time to slaughter the Paschal lamb comes on 
Shabbat. In this circumstance, all agree that the Festival peace- 
offering of the fourteenth is not sacrificed. Since there is no need 
for a cleaver, there is no reason to assume that the knife had been 
immersed in preparation for the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: But from the fact that the latter clause of that 
same mishna teaches that if the fourteenth of Nisan occurred on 
Shabbat he may slaughter with the knife immediately," without 
immersing it, and similarly, if he found it on the fifteenth, i.e., on 
the first day of the Festival, he may slaughter with it immedi- 
ately, as it was certainly immersed the day before, and if a cleaver 
was found tied to a slaughtering knife," then even ifit was found 
on the fourteenth on a weekday, it is like the slaughtering knife, 
as they were certainly immersed together, it follows by inference 
that in the first clause of the mishna we are not dealing with a 
case where the fourteenth of Nisan occurred on Shabbat. 


Rather, this understanding must be rejected and instead we 
should say that the mishna is talking about a case where the 
Paschal lamb came 


with few people registered for it, so that each person receives a 
large portion of the offering. Therefore, there is no need for a 
Festival peace-offering or for a cleaver. The Gemara questions this 
answer: How do the owners know’ already on the thirteenth that 
only a small number of people will be registered for the Paschal 
lamb? Perhaps more people will register for the offering before it 
is slaughtered, in which case we should assume that the cleaver 
was immersed, as it might be necessary to bring a Festival peace- 
offering together with the Paschal lamb. 


Rather, we must say that we are talking about a Paschal lamb that 
came in a state of ritual impurity, in which case a Festival peace- 
offering is not brought, and consequently there is no need for a 
cleaver. The Gemara asks: Ultimately, how do the owners know 
already on the thirteenth when they are immersing their knives 
that the Paschal lamb will be brought in ritual impurity, so that 
they need not immerse their chopping knives? Perhaps it will turn 
out that most of the community is ritually pure. 
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The Gemara answers that we are talking about a situation where the 

Nasi died," in which case all of Israel must defile themselves in order 
to participate in his burial. The Gemara asks: When did the Nasi 

die? If you say that he died on the thirteenth and everyone became 

ritually impure as a result, why do I need to immerse the slaughter- 
ing knife to begin with? It will become ritually impure again in any 
event. Rather, he died on the fourteenth and they did not knowin 

advance that the Paschal lamb would be brought in a state of impu- 
rity. But if so, what is different about the slaughtering knife that he 

immerses it and what is different about the cleaver that he does 

not immerse it? 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach this halakha only 
in a case where the Nasi was in a dying state on the thirteenth. 
With regard to a slaughtering knife, about which there is only 
one doubt, that perhaps the Nasi will die before the Festival and 
the Paschal lamb will be brought in a state of ritual impurity, he 
immerses it, for if the Nasi does not die he will need a ritually 
pure knife to slaughter his Paschal lamb. With regard to a cleaver, 
about which there are two doubts, that perhaps the Nasi will die 
and a ritually pure knife will not be needed, and that even if he 
does not die, perhaps the meat of the Paschal lamb will be plentiful 
and the Festival peace-offering will not be brought, he does not 
immerse it. 


It was taught in a baraita: Yehuda ben Dortai separated himself 
from the other Rabbis, he and Dortai his son," and went and set- 
tled in the south so that he would not be obligated to bring the 

Paschal lamb, seeing that he was at a great distance from Jerusalem. 
He did this because he disagreed with the Rabbis with regard to the 

Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth, which in their view does 

not override Shabbat. He said: If Elijah’ will come and say to 

the Jewish people: For what reason did you not sacrifice the Festi- 
val peace-offering on Shabbat, what will they say to him? I am 

astounded at the two most eminent scholars of the generation, 
Shemaya and Avtalyon,’ who are great sages and great expositors 

of the Torah, and yet they did not tell the Jewish people that even 

the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth overrides Shabbat. 


Rav said: What is ben Dortai’s reason? As it is written: “And you 
shall slaughter the Paschal offering to the Lord your God from 
the flock and from the herd, in the place which the Lord shall 
choose to rest His name there” (Deuteronomy 16:2). A question 
must be asked: Does the Paschal offering come from the herd, i.e., 
from cattle? Doesn’t the Paschal offering come from only the 
sheep and from the goats, as commanded in the book of Exodus 
(12:5)? Rather, the verse should be understood as follows. “Flock”; 
this is referring to the Paschal offering. “Herd”; this is referring 
to the Festival peace-offering that is brought along with it. And 
the Merciful One says: “And you shall slaughter the Paschal of- 
fering,’ thus teaching that the two offerings are sacrificed together. 
From here ben Dortai derived that the Festival peace-offering of the 
fourteenth is like the Paschal offering in every way, and so it too 
overrides Shabbat. 


Rav Ashi said: Need we arise and explain the reason of those who 
separated themselves from the other Rabbis? Ben Dortai and his 
son broke away from all the other sages of the Jewish people, and 
we need not occupy ourselves with the opinions of such people. 
Rather, the verse comes to explain the opinion of Rav Nahman," 
for Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: From where is it 
derived that a leftover Paschal offering is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering? A leftover Paschal offering is an animal that had been 
consecrated as a Paschal offering but was subsequently lost and 
later found after a different animal had already been sacrificed in its 
place. Alternatively, if one set aside and consecrated money for the 
purchase of a Paschal lamb and then the price of livestock dropped 
so that there was money left over after the purchase was made, the 
extra money has the status of a leftover Paschal lamb. 


NOTES 


The Nasi died — xa na: When an ordinary person passes 
away, his immediate relatives may contract ritual impurity 
hrough proximity to him, in order to tend to the needs 
of his burial, even if they are priests. Owing to his digni- 
fied standing, the Nasi is considered to be a relative of the 
entire nation. Consequently, everyone participates in his 
burial and contracts ritual impurity through proximity to 
him. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is related that some of the 
Sages were compelled to become ritually impure for the 
honor of the Nasi. 


Separated himself, he and Dortai his son - xin wya 
jaa IDT: Even though Yehuda ben Dortai neglected 
he mitzvot to appear in the Temple on the Festival and 
o rejoice through offering the special sacrifices, neverthe- 
ess, he thought that it was preferable to do so in order to 
publicize his opinion and correct what he considered to be 
misguided policy with regard to the Festival peace-offering 
Hazon Ish). 


Elijah - amr: In many places in the Talmud and the Mid- 
rash, Elijah the Prophet appears to people, especially to 
he Sages, and resolves their dilemmas. As stated in the 
Prophets (I! Kings 2:11), Elijah did not die, and he continues 
o serve as an emissary of God. On the one hand, he is the 
zealous angel of the covenant. On the other hand, he is a 
person who alleviates problems in the world. 


The verse comes to explain the opinion of Rav Nahman - 
mm a Tp: There is a similar mishna that expounds 
this verse differently: While cattle cannot be brought as a 
Paschal offering, this verse teaches that just as the Paschal 
offering must be an otherwise unconsecrated animal, the 
same principle applies to all sacrifices (Menahot 7:6). 


PERSONALITIES 


Shemaya and Avtalyon - ova mynw: Shemaya and 
Avtalyon were the fourth pair of rabbinic Sages listed in the 
Ethics of the Fathers, who served as leaders of the Sanhedrin 
during the reign of Herod the Great in the first century BCE 
and played a role in establishing the Mishna. According to 
tradition they were converts or descendants of converts 
whose lineage was traced to Sennacherib, king of Assyria. 
Only a small number of halakhot appear in the Talmud 
quoted in their names, but their ethical teachings include 
statements warning to avoid political engagement, perhaps 
reflecting the political upheaval that was taking place in 
the last years of the Second Temple period. According to 
tradition, they are buried in the village of Gush Halav in 
northern Israel. 


Ancient synagogue in Gush Halav 
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NOTES 


What is the reason that the Festival peace-offering does 
not override Shabbat - naw n't xb KAYYIM: Some com- 
mentaries explain that the question relates specifically to the 
Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth of Nisan. The Festival 
peace-offering of the fourteenth of Nisan is optional ac- 
cording to the Rabbis, but the Festival peace-offering of the 
fifteenth is obligatory. Therefore, like other communal offer- 
ings, it should override the halakhot of Shabbat (Tosefot Rid). 


Peace-offerings that one slaughtered on the eve of the 
Festival - sib oY awa ponww onbw: There is a difficulty 
here. Even if it were an unconsecrated animal, and he con- 
secrated it as a Festival peace-offering, the owner would not 
fulfill his obligation to bring the Festival peace-offering, for 
he slaughtered it on the eve of the Festival when the time 
for the mitzva had not yet arrived. Rather, we must be talking 
about a peace-offering that was not slaughtered on the eve 
of the Festival, but left over to the next day. And the owner 
does not fulfill the mitzva to bring a Festival peace-offering 
on the fifteenth, because it had been previously consecrated. 
According to this explanation, the Gemara is really talking 
about two separate cases: First, that if one slaughtered a 
peace-offering on the fourteenth of Nisan, he does not fulfill 
the mitzva to bring offerings for rejoicing on the Festival. 
Second, if he left over the offering to be slaughtered on the 
Festival itself, he still does not fulfill the mitzva to bring a 
Festival peace-offering (Tosefot Rid; see Tosafot). 
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As it is stated: “And you shall slaughter the Paschal offering to 

the Lord your God from the flock and from the herd.” Does the 

Paschal offering come from the herd? Doesn't it come from 

only the sheep and from the goats? Rather, the verse comes to 

teach that a leftover Paschal offering shall be brought as some- 
thing that comes from the flock and from the herd, that is, as a 

peace-offering, which may be brought from all types of flock and 

cattle, including both males and females." 


The Gemara asks about the crux of the matter: And according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis, what is the reason that the Festival 
peace-offering does not override Shabbat?" It is certainly 
a communal offering, and all communal offerings override 


Shabbat. 


Rabbi Ile’a said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda ben Safra: The 
verse said with regard to the festival of Sukkot: “And you shall 
celebrate it as a Festival for the Lord, seven days in the year; it 
shall be a statute forever in your generations; you shall celebrate 
it in the seventh month” (Leviticus 23:41). Now is the festival of 
Sukkot seven days? They are eight days, as the Eighth Day of As- 
sembly is always celebrated at the conclusion of Sukkot. Rather, 
from here we derive that the Festival peace-offering [hagiga], 
about which the verse states: “And you shall celebrate [vehagotem | 
it,” does not override Shabbat." Since every eight-day period 
contains a Shabbat, the Torah said that the Festival [hag] is cel- 
ebrated, i.e., the Festival peace-offering [hagiga] can be brought 
the entire seven days of the Festival. 


When Ravin? came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: I 
said before my teachers, pointing out the following difficulty 
with regard to this source: There are times when you find only 
six days on which the Festival peace-offering can be brought, for 
example, when the first day of the Festival occurs on Shabbat, 
in which case the Eighth Day of Assembly also falls on Shabbat, 
and so there are only six days on which the Festival peace-offering 
may be brought. Abaye said: Would the bereaved Avin, another 
name for Ravin, say such a thing and be so careless as to ask an 
unfounded question? There is a big difference: Eight you do not 
find at all; the eight days of the Festival cannot possibly pass 
without a Shabbat. But seven days on which the Festival peace- 
offering can be brought are in fact found in most years. 


Ulla said that Rabbi Elazar said: With regard to peace- offerings 

that one slaughtered on the eve of the Festival," one fulfills with 

them neither the mitzva to bring peace-offerings of rejoicing nor 

the mitzva to bring a Festival peace-offering. The mitzva of 
bringing peace-offerings of rejoicing is not fulfilled, as it is writ- 
ten: “And you shall slaughter peace-offerings and eat there, and 

you shall rejoice before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 27:7). 
Based on this verse, we require that the slaughter be 


HALAKHA 


A leftover Paschal lamb — mbsit ania: An animal consecrated 
as a Paschal lamb that for some reason was not sacrificed at 
its proper time is brought after Passover as a peace-offering, 
in accordance with the view of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:10). 


Ravin — pat; Ravin, which is an abbreviation for Rabbi Avin, 
or Rabbi Bun as he is called in the Jerusalem Talmud, was a 
third-generation amora from Eretz Yisrael. Ravin was among 
the greatest of the scholars from Eretz Yisrael who went to 
Babylonia to teach the Torah of Eretz Yisrael. He primarily trans- 
mitted the teachings of Rabbi Yohanan and his most eminent 
students. 

The traditions that Ravin brought with him are considered 
particularly reliable and authoritative. He was famous for his 
precision. Consequently, in the many disputes between Rav 
Dimi and Ravin with regard to the formulation and content of 


PERSONALITIES 


The Festival peace-offering does not override Shabbat — 
NAW ny ANT AX TIM: A Festival peace-offering does not 
override Shabbat because it can be sacrificed the entire 
seven days of the Festival (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 1:8). 


various verbal traditions, the halakha generally accepts Ravin’s 
version. This is certainly the case when he disagrees with other 
authorities on the matter of verbal traditions. 

The Jerusalem Talmud also relates several miraculous stories 
involving Ravin and cites more of his original teachings as well. 

Ravin was born an orphan, as his father died before he was 
born and his mother died during childbirth. It is perhaps for this 
reason that he was called the bereaved one. He is listed in the 
midrash among those about whom it was said: The sun sets 
and the sun rises, for on the day that Ravin died, another great 
scholar, Rabbi Oshaya of Tarya, was born. 
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at the time of rejoicing, on the Festival itself, and if it was slaughtered 
on the fourteenth it is not. The mitzva to bring a Festival peace- 
offering is also not fulfilled, for it is something that is an obligation, 
as everyone is obligated to bring this offering, and the principle is 
that anything that is an obligation must come only from that 
which is unconsecrated," meaning that one cannot bring an obliga- 
tory offering from an animal that has already been consecrated for 
another purpose. 


The Gemara proposes: Let us say that a baraita supports him. The 

verse states: “Seven days shall you celebrate to the Lord your God in 

the place that the Lord shall choose, for the Lord your God shall bless 

youin all your produce and in all the work of your hands, and you shall 

be but joyous” (Deuteronomy 16:15). This verse seems superfluous, as 

it was already stated in the previous verse: “And you shall rejoice in 

your Festival.” The baraita expounds: “And you shall be but joyous” 
comes to include the last night of the Festival." Even then you must 

make sure there is rejoicing by eating the appropriate peace-offerings. 
The baraita considers: Do you say that the verse comes to include the 

last night of the Festival? Or perhaps it comes to include only the first 

night of the Festival. Therefore, the verse states: “And you shall be 

but joyous”; the word “but” restricts this mitzva, meaning that there 

is not always a mitzva to be joyous. 


The Gemara clarifies how this baraita supports Ulla: What is the 
reason that we learn from this expression that it is specifically on the 
first night that there is no mitzva of rejoicing? Is it not because on 
the first night he has nothing with which to rejoice? As Ulla said, one 
cannot fulfill the mitzva of rejoicing with a peace-offering that was 
slaughtered on the eve of the Festival, because it was not slaughtered 
at the time of rejoicing. On the last night of the Festival, on the other 
hand, one can rejoice with a peace-offering that was slaughtered the 
previous day, i.e., the last intermediate day of the Festival, which is also 
a time of rejoicing. 


The Gemara rejects this support: No, it is not for this reason, but rath- 
er for the reason taught in the continuation of the baraita: What did 
you see to include the last night of the Festival in the mitzva of rejoic- 
ing and to exclude the first night of the Festival, a distinction that is 
not even hinted at in the verse? The baraita explains: I include the last 
night of the Festival in the mitzva of rejoicing, for there is rejoicing 
on the days of the Festival preceding it," and I exclude the first night 
of the Festival, for there is no day of rejoicing preceding it. Thus, no 
support for Ulla can be deduced from the baraita. 


Rav Yosef raised an objection against the opinion of Ulla: It was 
taught in a baraita with regard to the Festival peace-offering of the 
fourteenth that one fulfills with it the mitzva to bring peace-offerings 
of rejoicing, but one does not fulfill with it the mitzva to bring a 
Festival peace-offering. We can ask, why? Surely, according to Ulla, 
we require that the slaughter be performed at a time of rejoicing, and 
this requirement is not fulfilled in this case. The Gemara answers: Rav 
Idi bar Avin said that the baraita is referring here to a case where he 
delayed and slaughtered it only on the fifteenth, i.e., on the Festival, 
which is a time of rejoicing. 


Rav Ashi said: So too, it is reasonable to understand the baraita in 
this manner, for if you do not say so, but rather that the Festival peace- 
offering was slaughtered on the fourteenth, there is a difficulty, for who 
taught this baraita? Is it not ben Teima who taught it? According to 
ben Teima, however, he has disqualified it by leaving it overnight, 
for in his view this Festival peace-offering is similar to a Paschal lamb 
and may not be eaten the following day. Learn from this that the 
baraita must be referring to a case where the Festival peace-offering 
was slaughtered not on the fourteenth, but on the fifteenth. 
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HALAKHA 

Anything that is an obligation must come only from 
that which is unconsecrated - x3 ivy TIiNaw 337 
pond m xdx: An obligatory offering must be brought 
an unconsecrated animal. One cannot fulfill his 
obligation by sacrificing an animal that has already 
been consecrated for a different purpose (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:15). 


NOTES 


To include the last night of the Festival - bb mad 
{987 Jib Ds: Rashi in tractate Sukka explains that 
the last day of the Festival is certainly included in the 
mitzva of rejoicing, based on an a fortiori inference from 
the previous night, since the main time for rejoicing is 
during the day. 


For there is rejoicing preceding it - "a amaw ww: 

Since there is rejoicing before it and also after it (as the 
final day is also a Festival with its own special offerings), 
itis unreasonable to assume that there would be an in- 
terruption in the mitzva of rejoicing. This is not the case 
with regard to the first night; since there is no rejoicing 

preceding it, there would be no interruption (Hazon Ish). 
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NOTES 


Are eaten raw — rox 1: In other words, these goats 
may be eaten on that day but only raw, since cooking 
them does not override the halakhot of Shabbat. Even for 
the priests who would eat the meat raw, consuming the 
meat of the offering in this manner cannot be described 
as rejoicing. If they would wait until after Shabbat and 
eat it roasted, then the slaughter would not have been 
performed at the time of rejoicing (geonim). 


With what do ordinary Israelites rejoice - maa Sew 
omiaw: The Gemara’s discussion with regard to rejoicing 
is connected to what is stated elsewhere, that in the time 
of the Temple there is no rejoicing without meat and wine. 
Accordingly, whenever the Torah speaks of rejoicing on a 
Festival, it means that one must eat the meat of the Festi- 
val offerings. Other activities that lead to joy and pleasure 
are not inherently included in the mitzva of rejoicing on 
the Festival. Nevertheless, the Gemara’s conclusion seems 
to be that even during the time of the Temple, the mitzva 
of rejoicing on Festivals included such things as clean 
clothes, wine, and new clothes for the women. 


The sacrificial parts of the Festival peace-offering of 
the fifteenth — Wy Awan nyan ‘WK: All the com- 
mentaries agree that this halakha is not limited to the 
Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth of Nisan. Some 
authorities explain that the halakha with regard to other 
offerings is derived from the halakha governing the Fes- 
ival peace-offering (Tosafot). According to the Tosefot 
Rid, the derivation in this context applies directly to all 
hose offerings about which the Torah does not explicitly 
state how long the burning of their sacrificial parts may 
be delayed. The Gemara is referring specifically to the 
Festival peace-offering, because the verse that serves as 
he source of this halakha pertains to that offering. 


HALAKHA 


Peace-offerings that one slaughtered on the eve of 
the Festival — ai o? awa jonww ony: One can fulfill 
he mitzva to bring peace-offerings of rejoicing with a 
peace-offering that he slaughtered on the eve of the 
Festival, and he need not slaughter additional animals for 
his purpose during the time of rejoicing. The halakha fol- 
ows Ravin and not Ulla, because Rabba and Rabbi Yosef 
challenged Ulla’s ruling. Although these questions were 
answered, Ravin's opinion remained unchallenged and is 
herefore accepted (KesefMishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


The sacrificial parts of the Festival peace-offering of 
the fifteenth — Wy Awan naan Wax: The sacrificial 
parts of the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth of 
Nisan are disqualified if they were left overnight without 
being burned (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 1:7). 
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Rava raised an objection against the opinion of Ulla: It was taught in 
a baraita that the hallel is recited and the mitzva of rejoicing with the 
peace-offerings of rejoicing is observed on the festival of Sukkot for 
eight days. Now if you say we require that the slaughter be performed 
at a time of rejoicing, many times you find that the mitzva of rejoicing 
is observed for only seven days, such as when the first day of the 
Festival occurs on Shabbat, when a peace-offering of rejoicing may not 
be slaughtered. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehuda, said: One rejoices with 
the male goats of the Festivals. That is to say, in such a situation the 
mitzva of rejoicing can be fulfilled with the meat of the goats that are 
brought on the Festivals as sin-offerings, as these offerings, being com- 
munal offerings, may be slaughtered even on Shabbat. 


Rava said: There are two possible responses to refute this. One is 
that the male goats of the Festivals are eaten raw’ and are not eaten 
roasted. Being a non-essential part of the service, roasting 
the meat is forbidden on Shabbat. Therefore, the meat can be eaten 
only raw, and there is no rejoicing with raw meat. And furthermore, 
only the priests eat of the meat of these sin-offerings. With what then 
do ordinary Israelites rejoice?’ Rather, Rav Pappa said: In such a 
situation, one rejoices with clean clothes and old wine. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he related a dif- 
ferent version of what Rabbi Elazar said: With regard to peace- 
offerings that one slaughtered on the eve of the Festival," one ful- 
fills with them the mitzva to bring peace-offerings of rejoicing, but 
one does not fulfill with them the mitzva to bring a Festival peace- 
offering. He explains: One fulfills the mitzva of rejoicing, because 
we do not require that the slaughter be performed at the time of 
rejoicing as long as the offering is eaten at the time of rejoicing. But 
one does not fulfill the mitzva of the Festival peace-offering, because 
the Festival peace-offering is something that is an obligation, and 
the principle is that anything that is an obligation must come only 
from unconsecrated animals. 


The Gemara raises an objection against Ravin from the baraita that 
was taught above: “And you shall be but joyous” comes to include 
the last night of the Festival in the mitzva of rejoicing. The baraita 
considers: Do you say that the verse comes to include the last night 
in the mitzva of rejoicing? Or perhaps it comes to include only the 
first night of the Festival? Therefore, the verse states: “And you shall 
be but joyous”; the word “but” restricts this mitzva, meaning that 
there is not always a mitzva to be joyous. 


The Gemara explains how this baraita is difficult according to Ravin: 
What is the reason that we learn from here that it is specifically on 
the first night that there is no mitzva of rejoicing? Is it not because 
on the first night he has nothing with which to rejoice, as one cannot 
fulfill the mitzva of rejoicing with peace-offerings slaughtered not at 
atime of rejoicing? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, the reason 
is as it was taught in the continuation of the baraita: What did you 
see to include the last night of the Festival in the mitzva of rejoicing 
and to exclude the first night of the Festival? The baraita explains: 
I include the last night of the Festival, for there is rejoicing on the 
days of the Festival preceding it, and I exclude the first night of the 
Festival, for there is no day of rejoicing preceding it. 


Rav Kahana said: From where is it derived that the sacrificial parts 
of the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth" of Nisan, i.e., those 
portions of the offering that are consumed on the altar, are dis- 
qualified when left overnight on the first night after the offering is 
slaughtered, despite the fact that the meat of the offering may be 
consumed for an additional day? As it is stated: “You shall not offer 
the blood of My offering with leaven; neither shall the fat of my 
Festival offering be left over until morning” (Exodus 23:18), and, 
juxtaposed with it is the word first, in the verse: “The first of the first 
fruits of your land you shall bring to the house of the Lord your God” 
(Exodus 23:19). This comes to say to us that the morning mentioned 
in the first verse is the first morning after the offering has been sacri- 
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Rav Yosef strongly objects to this proof: The reason is that it 
wrote the word first. But had it not written the word first, I 
would have said: What is the meaning of the term morning? 
The second morning after it was sacrificed. This raises a ques- 
tion: Is there anything like this where the meat of an offering 
that is to be eaten is disqualified already from the evening, as 
the meat of a Festival peace-offering may be eaten only for two 
days and the night between them, while the sacrificial parts to 
be consumed on the altar are permitted until the next morning? 


Abaye said to him: Why not? For there is the Paschal offering 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, who 
holds that the meat that is to be eaten is disqualified already 
from midnight and may no longer be eaten after that time, 
while the sacrificial parts to be consumed on the altar may be 
offered until morning. 


Rava said: This is what was difficult to Rav Yosef: Is there 
anything like this, i.e., that the tanna does not need the word 
“first” to teach us that the word “morning,” written with regard 
to the meat of an offering, is referring to the first morning, 
whereas Rav Kahana requires the word “first” to teach us that 
the word “morning,” written with regard to the sacrificial por- 
tions to be consumed on the altar, is referring to the first morn- 
ing? This is despite the fact that the latter, owing to their greater 
sanctity, are obviously more easily disqualified than the former. 


The Gemara asks: What is this source alluded to by Rava? The 
Gemara explains: As it was taught in a baraita with regard to 
the verse: “Nor shall any of the meat that you sacrifice on the 


first day at evening remain overnight until the morning” 


(Deuteronomy 16:4), 


this verse teaches that the Festival peace-offering of the 
fourteenth is eaten for two days and one night; that is, it may 
not remain overnight until the morning of the sixteenth. Or 
perhaps it is eaten for only a day and a night; that is, it may not 
remain overnight until the morning of the fifteenth. Since for 
that it would have sufficed to say that an offering sacrificed “on 
the first day shall not remain overnight,’ when it says that an 
offering sacrificed “on the first day shall not remain overnight 
until the morning” (Deuteronomy 16:4), the extra phrase “un- 
til the morning” indicates that the verse speaks of the second 
morning. 


There is still room to say: Or perhaps it is eaten only until the 
first morning, and how do I establish what the Torah says, that 
a Festival peace-offering may be eaten for two days and one 
night? This applies to Festival peace-offerings other than this 
one. The baraita explains: When it says with regard to a peace- 
offering: “But if the sacrifice of his offering is a vow or a free- 
will offering, it shall be eaten on the same day that he sacrifices 
his offering; and on the morrow also, the remainder of it shall 
be eaten” (Leviticus 7:16), it teaches that any peace-offering, 
whether a vow ora free-will offering, or an obligation, including 
the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth, is eaten for two 
days and one night. 
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NOTES 


The entire other verse is referring to the Fes- 
tival peace-offering of the fourteenth - maa 
Wy WINN nan xI: This does not contra- 
dict the view that the Festival peace-offering 
of the fourteenth is optional rather than oblig- 
atory. The Torah established procedures and 
limits with regard to this offering even though 
it is optional, just as it did with regard to other 
peace-offerings, which are certainly optional. 


Is eaten for two days and one night - mbox 
ny al oy mw: Some of the tosafists ar- 
gued that according to this gemara, the Festival 
peace-offering of the fourteenth is governed 
by a unique halakha that permits it to be eaten 
for two days and two nights, for it becomes 
disqualified only on the second morning, i.e., 
that of the sixteenth, but on the night of the 
sixteenth it may still be eaten. 


The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua - swim ay dye a1 MD": In the 
Jerusalem Talmud it is noted that both these 
arguments can be refuted: Rabbi Yehoshua can 
refute Rabbi Eliezer’s argument by stating that 
one cannot ask a question with regard to an 
offering that can be changed into a different 
offering from the halakhot governing an offer- 
ing that cannot be changed into a different 
offering. Rabbi Yehoshua's argument can be re- 
futed by pointing to the case of a Paschal lamb 
that was slaughtered for the sake of someone 
other than its owner, which is disqualified, even 
though the change was for something that is 
permitted, i.e., for a Paschal lamb. 


© 


HALAKHA 


Offerings slaughtered for the purpose of a 
Paschal offering - nba aw) wrw ont: 

With regard to one who unwittingly slaugh- 
tered on the eve of Passover that occurred on 

Shabbat an animal that had been consecrated 
as another offering for the purpose of a Paschal 

offering, if the animal was disqualified to be 
brought as a Paschal offering, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering. If, however, it was fit to be 
brought as a Paschal offering, he is exempt. The 
halakha follows Rabbi Yehoshua, whose view 
is generally accepted when he disagrees with 
Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 2:12). 
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The Master said above in the baraita: Or perhaps it is only the first morning. 
The Gemara asks: But you already said that when it says that any offering 

sacrificed “on the first day shall not remain overnight until the morning,” the 

extra phrase “until the morning” indicates that the verse speaks of the second 

morning. What need is there then to prove this a second time? The Gemara 

explains that this is what the baraita is saying: Or perhaps it is only that the 

verse is speaking about two different Festival peace-offerings, one being 

the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth and one the Festival peace- 
offering of the fifteenth, and the halakha is that this, the Festival peace- 
offering of the fourteenth, may be eaten for only a day and a night until its 

morning, the morning of the fifteenth, and this, the Festival peace-offering 

of the fifteenth, may be eaten for only a day and a night until its morning, the 

sixteenth of Nisan. 


It then says: But with regard to that which we maintain, that a Festival 
peace-offering may be eaten for two days and one night, if so, the verse that 
addresses a peace-offering and says: “But if the sacrifice of his offering is 
a vow or a free-will offering,’ with regard to what case is it discussing? If 
it is talking about the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth, surely it 
is written about it, according to this interpretation, that it is eaten for only 
a day and a night. And if it is talking about the Festival peace-offering of 
the fifteenth, surely it is written about it that it too is eaten for only a day 
and a night. 


Rather, this verse that discusses a vow or free-will offering clearly must 
be discussing the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth, and the entire 
other verse: “Nor shall... 
to the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth" and thus has taught that 
the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth is eaten for two days and 
one night." 


remain overnight until the morning,” is referring 


The Gemara returns to what it wanted to prove with regard to the term “first”: 
The reason is that it is written that an offering sacrificed “on the first day 
shall not remain overnight until the morning,” for what is the implication 
of the word morning? The second morning. We can infer from here that 
wherever the term morning is written unmodified and without further 
specification, it is referring to the first morning after the offering was sacri- 
ficed, even though the word “first” is not written in relation to “morning.” 
Thus, Rav Kahana’s derivation from the word “first” was unnecessary. 


MI S H N A A Paschal lamb that one slaughtered for a different 


purpose on Shabbat, not knowing that it is prohibited 
for him to do so, is disqualified, and he is liable to bring a sin-offering for it 
because he unwittingly performed a prohibited labor on Shabbat. 


As for all other offerings, such as a peace-offering, that one unwittingly 
slaughtered on Shabbat for the purpose of a Paschal offering, if they were 
not fit for the Paschal offering, e.g., if they were female or cattle or more than 
a year old and clearly ineligible for the Paschal offering, he is liable to bring 
a sin-offering. Because he did not fulfill the mitzva to bring a Paschal offering, 
his act of slaughter was therefore unnecessary. And if they were fit, Rabbi 
Eliezer nevertheless deems him liable to bring a sin-offering for his unwit- 
ting transgression. But Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him, because he maintains 
that if someone intended to perform a mitzva, and despite his error he in fact 
performed a mitzva, he is not liable to bring a sin-offering. And in this case 
he performed a mitzva, because offerings that are sacrificed for a different 
purpose are still fit." 


Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: If, with regard to the Paschal lamb, 
which is permitted to be slaughtered on Shabbat for its own purpose, when 
one changed its purpose he is nevertheless liable, then, with regard to other 
offerings that are forbidden to be slaughtered on Shabbat even for their own 
purpose, when one changed their purpose, is it not right that he should 
be liable? Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, this reasoning is faulty. If you 
say that one is liable to bring a sin-offering if he slaughtered a Paschal lamb 
for a different purpose, it is because he changed its purpose for something 
forbidden, as the offering he intended it to be may not be slaughtered on 
Shabbat. But can you necessarily say the same thing about other offerings 
that he slaughtered for the purpose of a Paschal offering and thus changed 
their purpose for something that is permitted to be sacrificed on Shabbat?" 
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Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: Let the communal 
offerings," such as the daily offering and the additional-offerings 
of Shabbat and the Festivals," prove the matter, for they are per- 
mitted to be slaughtered on Shabbat for their own purpose, and 
nevertheless, one who unnecessarily slaughters a different offering 
for their purpose is liable. This indicates that even when a par- 
ticular offering may be slaughtered, one is nevertheless liable if he 
slaughtered a different offering for the purpose of the permitted 
offering. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, if you say this halakha 
with regard to communal offerings, it is because they have a 
limit, as there is a specific number of communal offerings that must 
be offered on any particular day and there is no reason one would 
mistakenly sacrifice extra offerings for this purpose. But can you 
necessarily say the same thing about the Paschal lamb, which 
does not have a limit," making it more likely for someone to make 
a mistake? 


Rabbi Meir says: According to Rabbi Yehoshua, even one who 
unwittingly slaughters other offerings for the purpose of com- 
munal offerings beyond their daily limit is exempt for the same 
reason, i.e., that he intended to fulfill a mitzva that is permitted on 
Shabbat. 


The mishna continues with another halakha with regard to the 
Paschal lamb: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb on Shabbat and 
mistakenly intended it for those who cannot eat it, such as sick or 
elderly people who are unable to eat the meat, or for those who 
did not register for it, or for the sake of the uncircumcised or for 
those ritually impure, the offering is disqualified and he is liable 
to bring a sin-offering for his unnecessary act of slaughter. If, how- 
ever, he slaughtered it for those who can eat it and for those who 
cannot eat it, or for those who registered for it and for those who 
did not register for it, or for the circumcised and for those who 
are uncircumcised, or for those who are ritually impure and 
those who are ritually pure, he is exempt. Since a Paschal lamb 
slaughtered with dual intentions of these types is valid, the act of 
slaughter was justified." 


If he slaughtered it and it was found to have a blemish," the of- 
fering is disqualified, and he is liable to bring a sin-offering for 
having unwittingly performed a prohibited labor on Shabbat, as he 
should have examined the animal before it was slaughtered. If he 
slaughtered it and it was found to have a hidden condition that 
would cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa]" and that 
could not have been discovered before the slaughter even if it were 
examined properly, the offering is disqualified, but he is exempt 
from bringing a sin-offering. This is not a case of shogeg, unwitting 
violation of Shabbat, but rather of ones, an unavoidable accident. 


Ifhe slaughtered it and afterward it became known that the own- 
ers had withdrawn from it and registered for a different Paschal 
lamb, in which case this one was slaughtered unnecessarily, as no 
one was registered for it, or it became known that they had died 
or became ritually impure, in all these cases he is exempt from 
bringing a sin- offering, because he slaughtered with permission. 
At the time of the slaughter, he did not know and had no reason to 
suspect that the offering would be disqualified." 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
One who slaughters for the purpose of communal offer- 
ings — NDL WYK ow omiwi: The Rambam explains that 
this is referring to one who slaughters the Paschal offering 
on the fourteenth of Nisan for the purpose of a daily offering 
or the additional offerings brought on Shabbat and Festivals. 


Limit- nay: In the Jerusalem Talmud two opinions are cited 
with regard to the meaning of the term: Limit, in this context. 
One opinion is that daily offerings and additional offerings are 
different from Paschal offerings, in that the large numbers sac- 
rificed as Paschal lambs makes it impossible to know exactly 
how many there really are. The other view is that the Torah 
did not limit the number of Paschal lambs that can override 
he halakhot of Shabbat. Based on the number of people 
who register for each offering, there will be a larger or smaller 
number of Paschal lambs. This is not the case with regard 
o daily offerings and additional offerings, where the Torah 
requires that a specific number of those offerings be brought. 


A blemished animal - 019 bya: The blemishes that serve 
o render an animal prohibited from being sacrificed as an 
offering are enumerated in the Torah (Leviticus 22:17-25) and 
explained in detail in tractate Bekhorot. A distinction is made 
between permanent blemishes and passing blemishes. Per- 
manent blemishes, e.g., when an animal is missing a leg, dis- 
qualify an animal from being sacrificed as an offering forever. 
Passing blemishes also disqualify an animal for as long as i 
is suffering from that condition. Once the animal recovers, 
however, it can be brought as an offering. 


Tereifa — 19W: Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal tha 
is suffering from a condition that will cause it to die within 
twelve months. It is prohibited by the Torah to eat an anima 
that has been injured or is stricken with a disease of this nature, 
although the actual source for this prohibition is a matter o 
dispute. Some authorities cite Exodus 22:30: “You shall no 
eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field,’ while others 
suggest Deuteronomy 14:21: “You shall not eat of any thing 
that died of itself” According to the Minhat Hinukh and others, 
both verses together serve as the source for the prohibition. 


Communal offerings - 113»¥ XN: One who unwittingly 
slaughters an animal to serve as an extra communal offering on 
Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering, as stated in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:13). 


A disqualified Paschal lamb on Shabbat - nawa Toa nbs: 
One who slaughtered a Paschal lamb on Shabbat for people 


who cannot eat it is liable to bring a sin-offering. If he intended 
it both for people who can eat it and also for people who can- 
not eat it, the offering is valid and he is not liable to bring a 
sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:12). 


A Paschal lamb found to have a disqualification - xynaw noa 
bioa: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb on Shabbat and it was 


found to have a hidden condition, such as a punctured intestine 
or lung, that would cause it to die within twelve months, or 
it turned out that the owners of the offering had withdrawn 
from it or had become ritually impure or had died, one is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering, as he has slaughtered an 
offering that cannot be eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 2:10). 
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Multitude [okhlosa] - xptbair: From the Greek éxAoc, 


okhlos, meaning a multitude of people. 
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G E M ARA When the mishna speaks of one who slaugh- 

tered a Paschal lamb on Shabbat for a different 
purpose, with what precisely are we dealing? If you say we are dealing 
with one who erred in that he actually thought this was a different 
offering and not a Paschal offering, learn from it, i.e., from the fact that 
the offering is disqualified and he is therefore liable to bring a sin- 
offering, that the erroneous uprooting of the status of an offering 
constitutes uprooting, even though he had no intention to do so. It 
would, however, be surprising to find the mishna taking a stand on this 
issue, as we find elsewhere that it is the subject of an amoraic dispute 
(Tosafot). Rather, the mishna must certainly be referring to one who 
intentionally uprooted the animal's designation as a Paschal lamb and 
offered it as a different offering. 


If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: As for all other offerings that 
one unwittingly slaughtered on Shabbat for the purpose of a Paschal 
offering, if they were not fit for the Paschal offering, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering. And if they are fit, Rabbi Eliezer deems him li- 
able to bring a sin-offering, whereas Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. 
Now if the mishna is referring to one who intentionally uprooted the 
original designation of the animal, which he knew was not a Paschal 
offering, what does it matter to me whether the animal was fit or 
unfit? He certainly does not think that he is performing a mitzva; why 
then does Rabbi Yehoshua exempt him from bringing a sin-offering? 


Rather, it is obvious that we must be dealing with one who erred. 
But if so, we have a contradiction in the mishna, as the first clause is 
referring to one who intentionally uprooted the animal's designation, 
whereas the latter clause is referring to one who erred about it. 
Rabbi Avin said: Yes, we must accept this conclusion even though 
it is unusual: The first clause deals with one who uprooted the 
animal’s designation, whereas the latter clause deals with one who 
erred about it. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef once found Rabbi 

Abbahu standing among a multitude [okhlosa]' of people, and he 

said to him: What is the meaning of our mishna? Rabbi Abbahu said 

to him: The first clause is referring to one who intentionally up- 
rooted the animal's status, whereas the latter clause is referring to one 

who erred about it. Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef learned this statement from 

him forty times,’ and it seemed to him as though it were resting in 

his pouch; i.e., he repeated it many times until the mishna became 

crystal clear to him and etched in his memory. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with this understanding of the mishna: 
We learned in the continuation of the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer said 
to Rabbi Yehoshua: If with regard to the Paschal lamb, which is per- 
mitted to be slaughtered on Shabbat for its own purpose, when one 
changed its purpose he is nevertheless liable, then with regard to 
other offerings that are forbidden to be slaughtered on Shabbat even 
for their own purpose, when he changed their purpose is it not right 
that he should be liable? And if it is so that the two parts of the 
mishna are not talking about the same case, surely they are not similar 
and cannot be compared; as the first clause is referring to one who 
intentionally uprooted the animal's status, whereas the latter clause 
is referring to one who erred about it. 


NOTES 


Learned this statement from him forty times — pyats ma xan hear something new that he wanted to remember well, espe- 
pat: This expression and similar ones that appear in several cially if it was somewhat surprising, he would repeat it many 
places are connected to the method of study prevalent in tal- times so that he would remember it precisely. Here too, Rabbi Ab- 
mudic times, which was primarily memorization that required a — bahu's response was unique in that it explained the mishna in an 
considerable amount of review. At times, when a scholar would unusual manner, the likes of which was not ordinarily accepted. 


rat avd ow xb aya arb 
bon = mun mh aw ywin 


RU OT RD TTD AY WNP DT 
N? - TPT Apia xpp) piya 
ow me mPwY DSI DVA ON 
TPD ONS WNA ADIT TIT? 

ENT BT? 9V ny 


py pong syd 921 9 IX 
pon paw) panna aw amp 
xb swim arth vox an wY 
W) [BW — WY TNA PIAN OX 
pew - nosa wann ayp 172 

nary 


TALP TY met KDT bot KYI 
WA NPI yv 31 n 
yw b way n yam asp imo 
naw INK shad ams nipin 
ny bint naw) nawa bab 1N) 

am- nga nawn ine by 


Sand apyg naw aya iay yg 
naw ay byt nx bin navy nava 
men aria whys 21- NIW 


pis pein an 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Eliezer, who put forward 
this a fortiori argument, there is no difference," for in his opinion 
someone who erred while intending to perform a mitzva is liable to 
bring a sin-offering, even if he made a reasonable mistake. Thus, he 
does not differentiate between the deliberate uprooting of the animal’s 
status and the erroneous sacrificing of the offering for a different 
purpose. The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Yehoshua, for 
whom there is a difference between the two cases, let him answer 
Rabbi Eliezer in this way, that the first clause of the mishna is referring 
to one who intentionally uprooted the status of an offering, while the 
latter clause is referring to one who erred about it. Why does he in- 
troduce another factor, that in the first clause he changed the animal's 
purpose for something forbidden, whereas in the latter clause he 
changed it for something permitted? 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi 

Eliezer: According to me, these cases are not comparable, because 

the first clause deals with one who intentionally uprooted the ani- 
mal’s designation, whereas the latter clause deals with one who 

erred about it. However, even according to you, who do not differ- 
entiate in this manner, I can still answer as follows: No, if you say that 
one is liable if he slaughtered a Paschal lamb for a different purpose, 
itis because he changed its purpose for something prohibited. But 
can you say the same thing about other offerings that he slaughtered 

for the purpose of a Paschal offering and thus changed their purpose 

for something permitted? 


The mishna continues with what Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi 
Yehoshua: Let the communal offerings prove the matter, for they 
are permitted for slaughter on Shabbat for their own purpose, and 
nevertheless, one who unnecessarily slaughters different offerings 
for their purpose is liable. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, if you 
said this halakha with regard to communal offerings, it is because 
they have a limit. But can you necessarily say the same thing with 
regard to the Paschal lamb, which does not have a limit? 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that wherever there is a limit, Rabbi 
Yehoshua deems liable one who erred while intending to perform a 
mitzva? But with regard to the circumcision of babies on Shabbat, 
which has a limit," we nevertheless learned in a mishna that with 
regard to one who had two babies to circumcise, one of whom he 
needed to circumcise after Shabbat and one of whom he needed to 
circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one that 
should have been circumcised after Shabbat on Shabbat, he is liable 
to bring a sin-offering. This is because he performed the prohibited 
labor of causing a wound notin the framework of performing a mitzva, 
as no obligation yet existed to circumcise the child. 


If, however, there were two babies, one of whom he needed to cir- 
cumcise on Shabbat eve, and one of whom he needed to circumcise 
on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one that he should 
have circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer deems 
him liable to bring a sin-offering. As circumcision after its appointed 
time does not override Shabbat, he has therefore unwittingly violated 
Shabbat. And Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. Since he intended to 
perform a mitzva, and despite his error in fact performed a mitzva, he 
is exempt from bringing a sin-offering." Thus, we see that even though 
there is a limit in the case of the babies, Rabbi Yehoshua nevertheless 
exempts one who errs while intending to perform a mitzva. 


HALAKHA 


One who had two babies to circumcise — nipivn nw b ron 
band: If one had two babies to circumcise, one that should ‘have 
been circumcised on Shabbat and one on either Friday or Sunday, 
and he forgot and circumcised both on Shabbat, he is exempt 
from bringing a sin-offering, because he made his mistake while 
preoccupied with a mitzva. However, if neither of them was to 
be circumcised on Shabbat and he circumcised one of them on 
Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. The Rambam ruled 


in this regard in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
as explained by Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Yannai. This ruling is sup- 
ported by the fact that the discussion in the Gemara with regard 
to circumcision seems to follow Rabbi Meir. With regard to offer- 
ings, however, the Rambam ruled against this view, because the 
talmudic discussion pertaining to offerings follows the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon (Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:8). 


NOTES 


According to Rabbi Eliezer there is no difference - va 
mb nw xb awh: Several commentaries explain that 
Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, which does not differentiate 
between deliberately and unwittingly uprooting the 
status of an offering, is based on his acceptance of the 
view of Beit Shammai that the erroneous consecration of 
property is effective. It stands to reason that if full intent 
is not necessary to establish the identity of an offering, 
then unintentionally uprooting the status of an offering 
should also be effective (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


The circumcision of babies, which has a limit - nipi» 
maxyp mo wt: While in the Babylonian Talmud it is 
deemed certain that the case of circumcising babies 
has a limit, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is considered un- 
certain that this is correct. It seems that the reason for the 
doubt is that although there may be a limited number 
of babies physically present in any given situation, there 
is no specific limit to the number of babies who may be 
circumcised on Shabbat. This is different from the case 
of communal offerings, of which only a specific number 
are sacrificed on Shabbat. 
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NOTES 


From Avel Arav - a1 Sawn: Some variant readings of 
the text omit these words. One commentator prefers the 
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Rabbi Ami said: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with 
a case where the circumciser first unwittingly circumcised the baby 
who should have been circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat, when 
there is still this other baby who should be circumcised on Shabbat 
with whom he is preoccupied. Since he was legitimately preoccupied 

with a mitzva, as he knew that there was a baby that needed to be 

circumcised, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering. Here, how- 
ever, with regard to offerings, we are dealing with a case where he first 
slaughtered the required communal offerings at the beginning, so 

that there was no need to slaughter any more offerings, as communal 

offerings have a limit. Since he had no reason to make a mistake, he is 

liable to bring a sin-offering for having unnecessarily slaughtered an 

animal on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: If so, how do we understand the continuation of 
the mishna, where Rabbi Meir says that according to Rabbi Yehosh- 
ua, even one who unwittingly slaughters other offerings for the 
purpose of communal offerings beyond their daily limit is exempt? 
According to our explanation, this must be true even though he first 
slaughtered the required communal offerings at the beginning. But 
didn’t Rabbi Hiyya from the village of Avel Arav" teach in a baraita 
another version of the dispute, according to which Rabbi Meir said: 
Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree over one who 
had two babies to circumcise, one to circumcise on Shabbat eve and 
one to circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the 
one who should have been circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat; 
in that case, everyone agrees that he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


With regard to what did they disagree? With regard to one who had 
two babies to circumcise, one to circumcise after Shabbat and one 
to circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the baby 
who should have been circumcised after Shabbat on Shabbat, as 
Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua exempts him. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: And how can you understand" this 
baraita in its current formulation? If there, in the latter clause, where 
he circumcised the baby who should have been circumcised after 
Shabbat on Shabbat, so that he did not perform a mitzva because 
the baby was not yet eight days old and the mitzva did not yet apply, 
Rabbi Yehoshua nevertheless exempted him because he erred while 
intending to perform a mitzva. Then where he did perform a mitzva, 
i.e, where he circumcised a baby on Shabbat who was already eight 
days old before Shabbat and to whom the mitzva of circumcision 
applied, would Rabbi Yehoshua deem him liable? 


The Rabbis of the school of Rabbi Yannai said: The first clause of 
the baraita is referring to a unique situation, where the circumciser 
first unwittingly circumcised on Shabbat eve the baby who should 
have been circumcised on Shabbat. 


In that case, Shabbat does not stand to be overridden at all. Since 
the baby who should have been circumcised on Shabbat was already 
circumcised, and the only one left is the baby who should have been 
circumcised on Friday, the circumciser should have known that he has 
no circumcisions to perform on Shabbat, because a circumcision that 
was delayed beyond the eighth day does not override Shabbat. There- 
fore, he is liable if he performed the circumcision on Shabbat. In the 
latter clause, however, the circumcision was performed in a situation 
where Shabbat stands to be overridden for him, as the baby who 
should have been circumcised on Shabbat was not yet circumcised. 
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Based on the understanding that everything depends on 
whether or not Shabbat stands to be overridden, it may be 
argued that here too, Shabbat stands to be overridden with 
regard to a communal offering. Therefore, one who on Shab- 
bat unwittingly slaughters other offerings for the purpose of 
communal offerings is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, 
because he knows that communal offerings must be brought 
on Shabbat, and consequently there is some justification for 
his error. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana that this explanation is difficult: 
Here too, it may be argued that Shabbat stands to be over- 
ridden with regard to babies in general, as it is permitted to 
circumcise a baby whose eighth day occurs on Shabbat, and 
so there is some minimal justification for his mistake. Rav 
Kahana said to him: That is indeed so. However, with regard 
to this person, Shabbat does not stand to be overridden, as 
there is no longer any child who is supposed to be circumcised 
on Shabbat. Therefore, if he unwittingly performed a circum- 
cision on Shabbat, it is not considered as if he performed a 
transgression while preoccupied with the performance of a 
mitzva. 


We learned in the mishna with regard to all other offerings 
that one unwittingly slaughtered on Shabbat for the purpose 
ofa Paschal offering, that if they were not fit for the Paschal 
offering, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, and if they were 
fit, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, 
and Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. The Gemara asks: Who 
is the tanna that distinguishes between offerings that are fit 
for the Paschal lamb and those that are not fit? 


The Gemara explains: It is Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in 
a baraita: If one unwittingly slaughters other offerings on 
Shabbat for the purpose of a Paschal offering, whether they 
are offerings that are fit for the Paschal lamb or they are of- 
ferings that are not fit, and similarly, if he unwittingly 
slaughters other offerings for the purpose of communal 
offerings on Shabbat, he is exempt from bringing a sin- 
offering; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Shimon 
said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree 
about one who slaughtered offerings that are not fit, for in 
that case all agree that he is liable. With regard to what did 
they disagree? With regard to one who slaughtered offerings 
that are fit, for Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a 
sin-offering and Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. This indi- 
cates that the unattributed ruling of our mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rav Beivai said that Rabbi Elazar said: Rabbi Meir would 
exempt him even in the case ofa calf of a peace-offering that 
he slaughtered for the purpose of the Paschal offering, even 
though one does not ordinarily mistake a calf for a lamb. Rab- 
bi Zeira said to Rav Beivai: But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say 
that Rabbi Meir conceded that if one slaughtered blemished 
animals on Shabbat he is liable to bring a sin-offering? He said 
to him: With regard to blemished animals, he is not at all 
preoccupied with them, because he knows that they are in- 
eligible to be offered as sacrifices. But as for this calf, he is 
preoccupied with sacrificing it as an offering, and he may 
therefore make a mistake. 


Rava raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: If one unwit- 
tingly slaughtered an unconsecrated animal for the purpose 
of a Paschal offering, what would Rabbi Meir say? Would 
he exempt him in this case as well? Rav Nahman said to him: 
Rabbi Meir would exempt him even if he slaughtered an 
unconsecrated animal for the purpose of a Paschal offering. 
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NOTES 


One confused leftover sacrificial meat with roasted sacrifi- 
cial meat - bya ania b abnima: In the Jerusalem Talmud there 
is a different reading, according to which Reish Lakish main- 
tains that one who intended to perform a mitzva is exempt 
from bringing a sin-offering only if he actually performs some 
mitzva, whereas Rabbi Yohanan is of the opinion that it suffices 
if he intended to perform a mitzva. Therefore, in the case of the 
two spits, Rabbi Yohanan says that he is exempt, in accordance 
with one of the formulations in the Gemara. 


Levirate marriage - 015%: A man whose brother died without 
children is obliged by Torah law to marry his deceased broth- 
er's widow or grant her halitza (see Deuteronomy 25:5-10). As 
long as neither levirate marriage nor halitza has taken place, 
it is prohibited for her to marry another man. According to 
the Torah, levirate marriage is effected by the act of sexual 
intercourse. The Sages, however, instituted the practice of 
ma‘amar, in which the deceased husband's brother betroths 
the widow, even though this betrothal is not effective by Torah 
law without intercourse. Sexual relations consummate the 
marriage between the deceased's brother and the widow, and 
she is thereafter considered his wife in all respects. Nowadays, 
in most Jewish communities the brother-in-law is required 
to free his brother's widow of her obligation through halitza, 
and he is not allowed to marry her through levirate marriage. 


HALAKHA 


Leftover sacrificial meat was confused with roasted sacrifi- 
cial meat - bya ani anm: If one confused a spit of leftover 
sacrificial meat with a spit of roasted sacrificial meat that is still 
valid and ate it, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. The Rambam 
ruled in accordance with the view that Rabbi Yohanan and 
Reish Lakish did not disagree on this matter (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:16). 


His wife and his sister-in-law who was waiting for levirate 
marriage — 1732") jA: If one unwittingly engaged in sexual 
intercourse with his sister-in-law, who was to become his wife 
through levirate marriage, while she was menstruating, he is 
exempt from bringing a sin-offering, because he was involved 
in the fulfillment of a mitzva. If, however, he unintentionally 
engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife while she was 
menstruating, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, because he 
is not shy about clarifying her status, and he should have done 
so. The rationale for the Rambam's ruling is that the answer 
with regard to a man’s shyness or lack thereof concerning his 
wife and his sister-in-law is that the Gemara's final conclu- 
sion stands on its own and is not a continuation of the previ- 
ous answers (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 2:8). 
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Rava asked him: But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that Rabbi Meir 
concedes that if one slaughtered blemished animals on Shabbat he 
is liable to bring a sin-offering, as they are never sacrificed as offer- 
ings, and similarly, unconsecrated animals are never sacrificed as 
offerings? Rav Nahman responded: There is room for a distinction. 
Blemished animals cannot be confused with unblemished ones, 
and so there is no legitimate reason for error; but these, i.e., uncon- 
secrated animals, can easily be confused with consecrated animals, 
as they are externally indistinguishable from one another, and there- 
fore one who confuses them is exempt. 


Rava asked further: And is Rabbi Meir’s reason really that these 

can be confused and these cannot be confused with a legitimate 

offering? But didn’t Rav Beivai say that Rabbi Elazar said that 

Rabbi Meir would exempt him even in the case of a calf ofa peace- 
offering that he slaughtered for the purpose of the Paschal offer- 
ing, even though there is no way to mistake a calf for an animal that 

can be brought for the Paschal offering? Therefore, it is apparent 

that Rabbi Meir’s reason is that he is preoccupied with sacrificing 

the calf as an offering, and consequently he is exempt ifhe erred and 

slaughtered it for the purpose of a Paschal lamb. But why should 

one be exempt if he brought an unconsecrated animal for the pur- 
pose of a Paschal offering? He is not preoccupied with bringing it 

as an offering. 


Rav Nahman said to him: Both reasons apply according to Rabbi 
Meir. If one is preoccupied with bringing the animal as an offering, 
he is exempt even though the animal cannot easily be confused 
with the one he was supposed to sacrifice. And when the animal can 
easily be confused with the one set aside as an offering, he is exempt, 
even though he is not preoccupied with bringing it as an offering. 
This comes to exclude blemished animals, which cannot be con- 
fused with unblemished animals and with whose sacrifice he is not 
preoccupied. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak were sitting on the porch of Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak, and they sat and said: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: If 
one unwittingly confused a spit of leftover sacrificial meat, which 
it is prohibited to eat and which makes one liable to receive the 
punishment of karet when one eats it intentionally, with a spit of 
roasted sacrificial meat," which is a mitzva to eat, and he ate it, he 
is liable to bring a sin-offering. Although he intended to do a mitz- 
va, since he unwittingly transgressed the prohibition against eating 
leftover sacrificial meat, he must bring a sin-offering." 


And they further reported that Rabbi Yohanan said: If one unwit- 
tingly engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife while she was 
menstruating, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. But if he unwit- 
tingly engaged in sexual intercourse with his sister-in-law who 
was waiting to become his wife through levirate marriage while 
she was menstruating, he is exempt, because the act of intercourse 
itself is a mitzva.4 A man whose brother died without children is 
obliged by Torah law to marry his deceased widow and “come to 
her” (Deuteronomy 25:5), so that even ifhe mistakenly transgressed 
while attempting to fulfill the mitzva, he is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering." 


The Gemara attempts to determine whether Rabbi Yohanan agrees 
or disagrees with Reish Lakish’s ruling: Some say that all the more 
so in the first case, where one unwittingly ate a spit of leftover sac- 
rificial meat, Rabbi Yohanan would deem him liable to bring a 
sin-offering, for he did not actually perform a mitzva when he ate 
the meat, even though he intended to do so. This stands in contrast 
to the second case, where the person unwittingly engaged in sexual 
intercourse with his wife while she was menstruating, where he at 
least performed a small mitzva, as will be explained shortly. 
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Others say that according to Rabbi Yohanan in that case where 
one ate leftover sacrificial meat, he is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering. What is the reason? There, where he had sexual 
intercourse with his wife while she was menstruating, he is liable, 
for he should have asked her if she was menstruating, and be- 
cause he failed to do so he is liable to bring a sin-offering. But 
here, where he ate a spit of leftover sacrificial meat, he did not 
have anyone to ask, and so he is not liable to bring a sin-offering. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yohanan, what is 
different about one who unwittingly engaged in sexual inter- 
course with his sister-in-law, in that he is exempt from bringing 
a sin-offering? Is it that he performed a mitzva, i.e., the mitzva 
of levirate marriage? If so, then also in the case where he unwit- 
tingly engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife while she was 
menstruating, he performed a mitzva, for he occupied himself 
in the fulfillment of the mitzva of procreation. The Gemara an- 
swers that we are dealing here with a case where his wife is 
pregnant, such that intercourse cannot lead to procreation. 


The Gemara raises another question: Nevertheless, there is the 
mitzva of the enjoyment of conjugal rights. One of a husband’s 
marital obligations is to engage in sexual intercourse with his 
wife at regular intervals (see Exodus 21:10), and this is consid- 
ered a mitzva. The Gemara answers that we are talking about a 
case where it is not the time of her conjugal rights. 


The Gemara asks further: Even so, didn’t Rava say that a man 
is obligated to please his wife through a mitzva?" That is to say, 
he must engage in sexual intercourse with her when she so de- 
sires, even if it is not the time of her conjugal rights. The Ge- 
mara answers that we are dealing with a case where it was near 
her expected date of menstruation, when sexual relations are 
prohibited due to a concern that the woman may already be 
menstruating or that she may begin to menstruate during the 
sexual act. 


The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., ifthey engaged in sexual intercourse 
near the woman's expected date of menstruation when he should 
have refrained from doing so, then even in the case where he 
had sexual intercourse with his sister-in-law and she turned out 
to be menstruating, he should also be liable, as the mitzva of 
levirate marriage does not apply at that time. The Gemara ex- 
plains that with regard to his sister-in-law, he is still shy [ba- 
zeiz]' in front of her’ and uncomfortable asking her whether 
she is close to her expected menstruation date, whereas with 
regard to his wife, he is not shy in front of her, and so he should 
have asked her. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yohanan, in accordance with 
whose opinion did he rule with regard to one who erred while 
engaged in a mitzva? If you say he ruled in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yosei 
says: If the first Festival day of the festival of Sukkot occurs on 
Shabbat, and he forgot and carried his lulav’ out into the 
public domain and continued to transport it there, unwittingly 
performing a prohibited labor, he is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering. That is because he carried it out with permission, 
that is to say, he was acting with the intention of fulfilling a 
mitzva.4 


There is room to differentiate between Rabbi Yosei’s ruling and 
that of Rabbi Yohanan: Perhaps it is different there, as he is 
pressed for time. Since by Torah law the mitzva of lulav applies 
only one day a year, he is anxious to fulfill the mitzva and there- 
fore does not realize that he is violating a Torah prohibition. This 
is unlike the case of levirate marriage, which need not be per- 
formed at any specific time and about which he is less pressured. 


HALAKHA —— 
To please his wife through a mitzva - my2 1313 inwy raw): If 
a man sees that his wife wishes to have sexual intercourse with 
him, he is obligated to please her even if it is not the time of his 
conjugal duty, in accordance with the Gemara. The Rambam 
derived from this that a man should only engage in sexual inter- 
course with his wife amid their mutual consent and joy (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:1). 


One who carries his lulav out on Sukkot - nìiawa ab Nyiar: 
If one carried a lulav out into the public domain on the first day 
of Sukkot that occurs on Shabbat, he is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering, because he carried it out with the intent to perform 
a mitzva (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:10). 


LANGUAGE 


Shy [bazeiz] - 13: Apparently, the variant reading of the Arukh, 
which is kaziz, is preferable. Kaziz is from the Aramaic root koz, 
which means to be shy or fearful. It is close to the Arabic 3}, 
hazzah, meaning fear or trembling. 


NOTES 

He is shy in front of her — 7a ma maa»: According to several 
commentators, this last answer supersedes the previous ones, 
which are no longer necessary. The difference between a man’s 
wife and his sister-in-law is not that he does not fulfill a mitzva 
while engaging in sexual intercourse with his wife, but rather that 
a man is not shy about asking his wife if she is menstruating. In 
the case of his sister-in-law, on the other hand, he is shy about 
asking this question, and therefore he is exempt from bringing 
a sin-offering. 


BACKGROUND 


Lulav - abi: The lulav, one of the four species, played a signifi- 
cant role in the Temple during Sukkot as it is only in the Temple 
that biblical decree states the four species must be lifted for all 
seven days of the Festival. Toward the end of the Second Temple 
period the lulav was widely used as a Jewish symbol. The image 
shows a coin minted during the bar Kokheva revolt, 132-136 CE. 
The facade of the Temple is imprinted on one side (left); a lulav 
and etrog are imprinted on the other. 


Coin imprinted with the Temple, /u/ay, and etrog 
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NOTES 


A priest was eating teruma - baix mI 
marina: Rabbi Akiva Eiger notes that the 
Gemara could have proposed that Rabbi 
Yohanan’s ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua with regard to the 
case mentioned earlier in that same mishna, 
for Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree 
there whether or not the wife of a priest, who 
ate teruma and then found out that her hus- 
band had died, must pay the extra fifth. This 
argument is, however, incorrect, for the wife 
of the priest had actually been permitted to 
eat teruma until her husband died. Therefore, 
she is different from a priest who found out 
that he was disqualified from priesthood due 
to his blemished lineage, in which case he 
had never been permitted to eat teruma to 
begin with (Minhat Hinukh; Rashash; Rabbi 
Yehuda Bakhrakh). 


Rabbi Yehoshua validates them — ywim 137 
war: The Rambam rules that even if a dis- 
qualified priest performs the sacrificial service 
after finding out that he is disqualified, which 
he is not permitted to do, the offering remains 
valid after the fact. Support for this position 
can be derived from the Jerusalem Talmud, 
where it is stated that this verse pertains to 
service performed by members of the tribe of 
Levi, indicating that the service of anyone of 
priestly descent is valid after the fact. 


| was performing service - 1073Y 729: 

Even though Torah study is generally consid- 
ered more important than the fulfillment of 
other mitzvot, Rabbi Tarfon maintains that the 
actual fulfillment of mitzvot is more significant 
than Torah study (Ha‘amek Sheeila). 
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HALAKHA 


Rather, one might say that Rabbi Yohanan issued his ruling in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in our mishna with regard to offer- 
ings, for according to Rabbi Yehoshua, one who unwittingly slaughtered 
another offering on Shabbat for the purpose of a Paschal offering, and the 
animal was fit to be brought as a Paschal offering, is exempt from bringing 
a sin-offering. Here too, however, there is room to differentiate. Perhaps 
there also we can say that Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him because he is 
pressed for time. 


Rather, one might say that Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua with regard to babies, one that should 
have been circumcised on Shabbat eve and the other on Shabbat, and the 
circumciser forgot and circumcised the one that should have been cir- 
cumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat. In that case the circumciser is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering. But once again there is room to dif- 
ferentiate: Perhaps there too, Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him because he 
is pressed for time. 


Rather, we should say that Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua with regard to teruma, as we learned in 
a mishna: If a priest was eating teruma," and it became known that he 
was the son of a divorced woman or a woman who underwent halitza 
and he is therefore disqualified from the priesthood and may not eat 
teruma, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to pay the value of the principal 
and an additional fifth, like any non-priest who unwittingly ate teruma, 
whereas Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him." In this case, one who thought 
he was a priest and therefore fulfilling a mitzva when he ate the teruma 
was actually committing a transgression, but nevertheless, Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua exempts him from the ordinary penalty. On the face of it, this is 
similar to Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling. 


This comparison can, however, be rejected, for perhaps that case should 
be explained in accordance with the opinion of Rav Beivai bar Abaye. 
For Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: The mishna is talking about a disqualified 
priest who ate teruma which is leaven on the eve of Passover, whose time 
is pressing, because if he does not eat it quickly he will have to burn it. 


Alternatively, there may be another reason to differentiate: Eating teruma 
is different, because it is called sacred service, and the Merciful One 
validates service performed by someone of priestly descent even ifhe is 
not fit for the priesthood. 


As we learned in a mishna: If a priest was standing and sacrificing offer- 
ings on the altar, and it became known that he was the son of a divorced 

woman or the son of a woman who underwent halitza, all the offerings 

that he offered on the altar until that time are disqualified, because only 
service performed by a priest deemed fit is acceptable. And Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua validates them.“ And we said: What is the reason of Rabbi 

Yehoshua? As it is written with regard to the tribe of Levi: “Bless, Lord, 
his substance and accept the work of his hands” (Deuteronomy 33:11), 
which teaches that after the fact, God accepts the work of a priest’s hands, 
even if it becomes clear that he was actually disqualified at the time he 

performed the service. 


The Gemara questions what was stated above: And where is teruma 
called service? The Gemara explains: As it was taught in a baraita: There 
was an incident involving Rabbi Tarfon, who did not come in the 
evening to the study hall. In the morning, Rabban Gamliel found him 
and said to him: For what reason did you not come in the evening to 
the study hall? He said to him: I was performing sacred service." He 
said to him: All your words are astonishing; from where do we have 
service in this time after the destruction of the Temple? He said to him: 
It says in Scripture: 


A priest who was eating teruma and it became known that 
he was disqualified — rps nW yin marina bate: If a priest 
was eating teruma and discovered that he was the son of a 
divorced woman or a woman who underwent halitza and was 
therefore disqualified from the priesthood, he must pay the 
value of the teruma he consumed, but not the extra fifth. If the 
teruma was leaven and it was the eve of Passover, when he is 
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pressed for time he is exempt even from paying the principal. 


Apparently, the Rambam ruled that Rabbi Yehoshua exempts 
him only from the payment of the extra fifth, and that the 
Gemara'’s two answers are not mutually exclusive (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:12). 


A priest who was sacrificing offerings and it became known 


that he was disqualified - bios remy yin aap i>: Ifa 
priest performed a sacrificial service and discovered that he 
was disqualified from the priesthood, his past service is valid 
but he may not continue to perform the service. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, since 
the talmudic discussion in tractate Kiddushin adopts his view 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:10). 
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“I have given you the priesthood as a service of gift; and the 
stranger that comes near shall be put to death” (Numbers 
18:7). This verse is found in the context of the priestly gifts, in- 
cluding teruma, and comes to teach us that they made the eat- 
ing of teruma in the outlying areas, i.e., outside the Temple, 
like the service of the Temple. 


We learned in our mishna that if one unwittingly slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb on Shabbat for those who cannot eat it or for 
those who did not register for it, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering. The Gemara asks: It is obvious. Since there, with re- 
gard to the slaughter itself, it is invalid, here, with regard to 
Shabbat, he is liable, for it turns out that he performed a pro- 
hibited labor that was not necessary for sacrificing an offering. 
The Gemara answers: Since the latter clause of the mishna 
taught cases in which he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, 
the first clause taught cases in which he is liable, even though 
it does not really teach us anything new. 


The Gemara asks: But this also is obvious, since there, the of- 
fering is valid, here with regard to Shabbat he is exempt, as the 
slaughter did not involve a desecration of Shabbat. Rather, 
since the mishna taught the case of one who slaughtered the 
Paschal lamb for a different purpose on Shabbat, it also taught 
the case of one who slaughtered it for those who cannot eat it. 
The Gemara asks further: And it itself, the case of slaughtering 
the Paschal offering for a different purpose, why do I need it? 
The halakha there is also obvious. The Gemara answers: Since 
the mishna wished to teach the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua, it taught all these other halakhot as well. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Huna bar Hinnana said to his son: 
When you go before Rabbi Zerika, ask him: According to the 
opinion that says that one who inflicts a destructive wound 
is exempt, i.e., that one who causes a wound on Shabbat that 
has no constructive effect but rather is purely destructive in 
nature has not performed a prohibited labor and is therefore 
exempt from bringing a sin-offering, how are we to understand 
the mishna’s ruling that one who slaughtered the Paschal lamb 
for those who cannot eat it is liable? Since the slaughter is in- 
valid, he should be seen as having wounded the animal in a way 
that brings no benefit and is simply destructive. What has he 
improved" through the slaughter that he should be liable for 
having performed a prohibited labor?" 


The Gemara answers: He has improved it in that if the sacrificial 
parts of the offering ascended to the top of the altar, they do 
not descend. The halakha is that if the sacrificial parts of a dis- 
qualified offering are inadvertently brought up to the top of the 
altar, they need not be removed and they may be burned on the 
altar. Thus, the slaughter had some constructive effect. 


The Gemara asks further: We learned in the mishna that if one 

slaughtered the Paschal lamb and it was found to have a blem- 
ish, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. Here too, it may be asked: 

What has he improved through the slaughter, so that he should 

be liable? The Gemara answers: He has improved it if the blem- 
ish was small, e.g., if it was on the animal’s eyelid,’ and in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said that in 

the case of an offering with such a small blemish, ifits sacrificial 

parts ascended to the top of the altar, they do not descend from 

it, because it is not a disgrace to the altar for the sacrificial parts 

of such an offering to be burned on it. 


NOTES —W—___—_—_- 
Since there it is invalid, here he is liable — xa bape ona YS 
an: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is discussed that there is not 
always a clear correlation between these two halakhot, for in 
certain situations one is exempt from bringing a sin-offering 
or having slaughtered the offering, but the offering is never- 
heless invalid. 


What has he improved — }7»n ma: Tosafot and other commen- 
aries posit that for the purposes of the halakhot of Shabbat, it is 
not necessary for the constructive element of the action to be 
as significant as the destructive element. Indeed, on Shabbat, as 
ong as there is some constructive effect, it is enough to define 
he action as planned, thoughtful, and creative labor [melekhet 
mahshevet], for which one is liable. 


One who slaughtered it for those who cannot eat it... what 
has he improved — yn m.. vost Kow: Some of the com- 
mentaries ask: What has he improved when he slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb for the purpose of a different offering? The 
Maharsha answers that he has prevented it from attaining the 
status of leftover sacrificial meat. The Sefat Emet clarifies the 
Maharsha’s answer: Since he slaughtered it as a peace-offering 
rather than as a Paschal lamb, he may keep the meat for an 
additional day, like a regular peace-offering, rather than having 
to finish it in one night like a Paschal lamb. 


He has improved it if it was on the eyelid — paw pprta jpn: 
All blemishes mentioned in the Torah are treated alike with 
regard to the prohibition against offering a blemished animal, 
but nevertheless Rabbi Akiva distinguishes between blemishes 
that disqualify a bird from being sacrificed as an offering and 
those that do not. A bird is disqualified only if it is missing a limb. 
Smaller blemishes disqualify an animal, but the disqualification 
is not absolute. Therefore, if the sacrificial parts of an animal that 
has a small blemish ascended to the top of the altar, they do 
not descend from it. 
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HALAKHA 


If one slaughtered it and it was found to be a tereifa — 
TDW Kya oN: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb on 
Shabbat and it was found to have an externally vis- 
ible condition that would cause it to die within twelve 
months [tereifa], he is liable to bring a sin-offering, be- 
cause he should have examined the animal beforehand 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:10). 


A sin-offering on Shabbat outside the Temple for 
idolatry - ay atay yana nawa mewn: If one unwit- 
tingly slaughtered a sin-offering on Shabbat outside of 
the Temple for the purpose of idolatry and he said that 
his intention was to worship with the animal at the time 
of the completion of the slaughter, he is liable to bring 
three sin-offerings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 4:1). 


A guilt-offering whose owner has died or whose 
owner has achieved atonement -ix vwa ina OWX 
or achieved atonement thiodh a different offering is left 
to graze until it develops a blemish. It is then sold and the 
proceeds are used to purchase a free-will burnt-offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:14). 


NOTES 


From the category of limbs from a living creature — 
T pa Tats PA: Rashi and others understand that the 
improvement brought about by slaughtering the anima 
is that the prohibition against eating the limb of a living 
creature that governs even gentiles no longer applies 
to this animal. Others explain that there is a practical dif- 
ference for Jews as well: The prohibition against eating 
the limb of a living creature applies to even a minima 
amount, less than an olive-bulk. On the other hand, the 
prohibition against eating meat dedicated to idolatry 
applies only when one consumes an olive-sized piece o 
meat (Rabbeinu Hananel; Meir). 


A limb from a living animal — 91972 32%: The prohibition 
against eating flesh taken from a living animal is one o 
he seven Noahide commandments that are universa 
aws binding on all mankind. They are the prohibition 
against idolatry, the prohibition against murder, the 
prohibition against incest and adultery, the prohibition 
against robbery and kidnapping, the prohibition against 
blasphemy, the prohibition against eating a limb from a 
iving animal, and the obligation to establish courts of law. 
A gentile who disobeys one of these commandments is 
iable to receive the death penalty. 


Death and grazing - myy AN: When an animal be- 
comes disqualified from being sacrificed as an offering, 
he disqualification is sometimes so severe that the ani- 
mal must be removed from the world. Actively killing the 
animal is prohibited, as one may not cause a consecrat- 
ed animal to acquire a blemish. The animal is therefore 
locked away in a sealed area without food until it dies on 
its own. If the disqualification is less severe, the animal is 
left to graze in the field until it develops a blemish. At that 
point, the animal may be sold, and the proceeds from the 
sale are used to buy an offering of the same type or of a 
different type, depending on the circumstances. 
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We learned in the next clause of our mishna that if one slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb and it was found to have a hidden condition that 
would cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], he is exempt 
from bringing a sin-offering." The mishna’s wording indicates that if 
the animal's condition is visible, its owner is liable. It may be asked: 
What has he improved by slaughtering an animal with a such a con- 
dition? The Gemara answers: He has improved it in that he removed 
it from the category of an animal carcass [neveila], i.e., an animal 
that died of natural causes or as the result of an improperly carried 
out act of ritual slaughter. Had the animal died on its own it would 
have been treated as a neveila, which is a primary source of ritual im- 
purity, rendering those who touch or carry it ritually impure. Proper 
slaughter of the animal prevents it from falling into that category and 
imparting ritual impurity. 


Ravina strongly objects to this: With regard to that which was 
taught elsewhere in a baraita, that one who unwittingly slaughters a 
sin-offering on Shabbat outside the Temple for the sake of idolatry" 
is liable to bring three sin-offerings for it: For desecrating Shabbat, 
for slaughtering an offering outside the Temple, and for practicing 
idolatry; here too, the question may be raised: What has he improved 
by slaughtering the animal? Here we cannot answer that he removed 
it from the category of an animal carcass and prevented it from becom- 
ing a primary source of ritual impurity, because any animal that was 
used as an idolatrous offering imparts ritual impurity. Therefore, it 
would seem that the slaughter served no constructive purpose. 


Rav Avira said: Even here he has improved it in that he removed it 
from the category of limbs from a living creature." Even a gentile is 
liable if he eats meat taken from a living animal," but once the animal 
is slaughtered there is no longer any liability. Accordingly, even this 
act of slaughter has achieved a productive result. 


We learned in the mishna that if one slaughtered the Paschal lamb 
and it became known afterward that the owners had died, he is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering. Rav Huna said that Rav said: 
Regarding a guilt-offering that was consigned to grazing: If the 
owner of a guilt-offering dies or achieves atonement through a differ- 
ent guilt-offering, the animal is sent out to graze in the field until it 
develops a blemish, at which point it can be sold. The money from 
the sale is used to purchase a burnt-offering. And if, before it devel- 
oped a blemish, someone slaughtered it without specifying its pur- 
pose, it is valid as a burnt-offering. The Gemara concludes that Rav 
apparently holds that it does not require uprooting. There is no 
need for an explicit declaration in order to change the status of the 
offering; even if it is slaughtered without its purpose specified it is 
valid. 


The Gemara asks: If so, even when it has not yet been consigned to 

grazing, it should also be valid, for any guilt-offering whose owner has 

achieved atonement through a different offering is presumably going 

to be brought as a free-will burnt-offering. The Gemara answers: This 

invalidation stems from a rabbinic decree with regard to a guilt- 
offering after its owner achieved atonement with a different offering 

due to concern about a guilt-offering before its owner achieved 

atonement with a different offering. Before the owner achieves atone- 
ment the animal is certainly considered a guilt-offering; it is only after 
the owner achieves atonement that the offering becomes valid for use 

as a burnt-offering, and then by strict halakha it is immediately valid 

for that purpose, even before the animal develops a blemish. 


From where do you say that this is the case? As we learned elsewhere 

in a mishna: A guilt-offering whose owner has died or whose own- 
er has achieved atonement" through a different guilt-offering grazes 

until it becomes unfit, whereupon it is sold and its money is used 

for a communal free-will burnt-offering. Rabbi Eliezer says: This 

guilt-offering is made to die on its own.’ Rabbi Yehoshua says: When 
it develops a blemish, it is sold, and he brings a burnt-offering for 
himself with its money. 
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This indicates that according to Rabbi Yehoshua, as soon as the owner 
achieves atonement, his animal loses its status as a guilt-offering and 

it becomes a burnt-offering. Nevertheless, even he says that the animal 

that is bought with its money may indeed be brought as a burnt- 
offering, but the guilt-offering itself must not be sacrificed as a burnt- 
offering. Undoubtedly, his reason must be that the Sages issued a de- 
cree with regard to a guilt-offering after its owner achieved atonement 

with a different offering, due to concern about a guilt-offering before 

its owner achieved atonement with a different offering. The Gemara 

concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is correct. 


Rav Hisda raised an objection to Rav Huna with regard to his opinion 
about uprooting the status of an offering from what we learned in our 
mishna: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb on Shabbat and afterward 
it became known that the owners had withdrawn from it and regis- 
tered for a different one, or that they had died or become ritually im- 
pure, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, because he slaughtered 
with permission. 


And it was taught in a baraita with regard to this mishna that on 
a weekday, in a case like this, where it turns out that there is no one 
to eat the Paschal offering, it should be burned immediately." Grant- 
ed, if you say that an offering that has no owner requires uprooting 
from its previous status in order for its status to change and in the 
absence of explicit uprooting it retains its original status, here too it 
can be argued that this is still a Paschal offering. And since it has no 
owners, its disqualification is in the body of the offering itself, be- 
cause it was sacrificed for no purpose, and therefore it should be 
burned immediately. 


But if you say that an offering such as this does not require uprooting, 
but rather its original status is automatically void upon the death of its 
owner, and it was a peace-offering from the beginning, as a Paschal 
offering whose status has been revoked is considered a peace-offering, 
due to what then is its disqualification? Due to something else, i.e., 
that he slaughtered it after the daily afternoon offering, which is the 
proper time to slaughter the Paschal lamb. But a peace-offering that is 
slaughtered then is disqualified. In that case, however, it should re- 
quire that it be left overnight until its form decays," thus attaining the 
status of leftover sacrificial meat, and only then should it be burned. 


As it was taught in a baraita: This is the principle: Any offering whose 
disqualification is in the body of the offering itself should be burned 
immediately and without delay. But if the disqualification is in the 
blood of the offering or in the owners, the meat must be kept over- 
night, so that its form is allowed to decay, and only then should it be 
taken out to the place of burning." Thus, the baraita that says that a 
Paschal lamb that was slaughtered on a weekday, and afterward it be- 
came known that the owners had died, should be burned immedi- 
ately proves, against the opinion of Rav Huna, that an offering that has 
no owners still requires explicit uprooting from its previous status for 
its status to change." 
NOTES 


HALAKHA 
On a weekday it should be burned immediately — 
vn aqer...bina: Ifa Paschal lamb was slaughtered after 
it was known that its owners had died or withdrawn 
their participation, it should be burned immediately 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


Its form decays — mps nay: Rashi explains that decay of form 
means that the meat of the offering is left overnight past its nor- 
mal time limit, at which point it acquires the status of leftover 
sacrificial meat and should be burned. Rabbeinu Hananel and 
the Rambam appear to have understood the phrase literally: 
The disqualified meat is left until it rots or decays and no longer 
looks like regular meat. 


The place of burning - 7°1wit ma: The place of burning 
includes the three places where consecrated objects that re- 
quired burning were set on fire. It is also where the ashes from 
the Temple were brought. An alternative name for it is the place 
of the ashes. In the Temple courtyard the place of burning 


was situated to the southeast of the altar. It was to here that 
the ashes were first removed from the altar every day, and 
where the ashes from the candelabrum were placed as well. 
In addition, there were two other places where the ashes were 
deposited. One was on the Temple Mount, where sacrificial 
bulls and goats that had become disqualified were burned, 
while the other was outside Jerusalem, where the ashes from 
offerings of bulls and goats that were burned according to their 
sacrificial requirements were brought. 


The Paschal offering and the guilt-offering - ow% MDs: The 
Gemara’s question is based upon a comparison between the 
halakhot pertaining to a Paschal offering and those pertaining 


to a guilt-offering. The relationship between these two offer- 
ings is based on a particular similarity between the unique 
halakhot that apply to each. In general, an animal that is con- 
secrated as a particular offering retains its status indefinitely. A 
guilt-offering is unique in that if it becomes disqualified, the 
animal is redeemed and the money is used to bring a burnt- 
offering. The Paschal lamb is governed by a similar halakha: If 
it is not sacrificed at its proper time, it automatically becomes 
a peace-offering. It is due to this unique similarity that the 
details pertaining to how and when a Paschal lamb becomes 
a peace-offering are relevant to the halakhot that apply to a 
guilt-offering. 
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HALAKHA 


If one slaughtered a guilt-offering consigned to 
grazing as a burnt-offering, it is valid — ow) jonw 
wo mhiy: If a guilt-offering that was consigned to 
grazing was slaughtered as a burnt-offering, it is 
valid. However, it is not offered as a burnt-offering 
ab initio due to a decree lest some guilt-offerings 
be offered as burnt-offerings even before their 
owners have achieved atonement (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:15). 


NOTES 
Fit and rejected - Ant mgY: The policy of reject- 
ing animals or objects that were from the outset 
unfit for their intended purpose or that were origi- 
nally fit and later became unfit applies not only to 
the halakhot of offerings but to other areas of ha- 
lakha as well in which an object is designated for a 
particular mitzva. The essential difference between 
something that was rejected from the start and 
something that was fit and then rejected is that 
with regard to something that was unfit from the 
start, since the full level of sanctity never applied 
o it, its disqualification is also not complete. In 
contrast, something that was originally fit acquires 
sanctity, and when it later becomes disqualified, 
hat amounts to a disqualification of the sanctity 
itself. Therefore, even if it becomes fit once again, 
here are situations in which it remains disqualified. 


Rejection of living creatures — oN yaa AT: 
That which is stated here, that living creatures can- 
not be permanently rejected, does not mean that 
here is no disqualification that applies to living 
creatures. Animals that have a blemish, that have 
been given as a gift to a prostitute, that have been 
used to pay for a dog, or that have been used by 
human beings for sexual relations are all disquali- 
fied for use as offerings even while they are alive. 
Rather, the intent is that as long as an animal that 
had been consecrated as an offering is inherently 
fit for that purpose, temporary disqualifications 
do not make it permanently unfit. Therefore, if the 
emporary disqualification is removed, the animal 
can be sacrificed as an offering. 
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Rather, do not say that Rav said that a guilt-offering that one slaugh- 
tered without specification is valid as a burnt-offering. Say rather that 
he said that if one took a guilt-offering whose owner had already achieved 
atonement through a different animal and he explicitly slaughtered it as 
a burnt-offering, it is valid." And conclude from this that Rav appar- 
ently holds that changing the status of an offering requires explicit up- 
rooting. 


The Gemara asks: A difficulty arises according to Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Gamda, who dealt with the question whether a Paschal lamb requires 
uprooting and said that it was thrown out from the group of scholars 
who were studying the issue, and they all said as follows: Uprooting is 
required in a case where the owners of the offering were ritually impure 
with impurity imparted bya corpse during the first Pesah and they were 
pushed off to the second Pesah, for in that case, they presumably want 
to sacrifice this animal as their Paschal offering on the second Pesah, and 
therefore its status does not change unless it is explicitly uprooted. 


The Gemara infers from this that it is only this offering that requires 
explicit uprooting, because it is reasonable to assume that its owners still 
intend to use it for its original purpose, but in general it does not require 
uprooting. According to this opinion, what is there to say, as it would 
seem that our mishna indicates that explicit uprooting is necessary? 


Rather, Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: With what are we deal- 
ing here in our mishna? We are dealing with a case where they desig- 
nated the animal to be sacrificed as their Paschal offering before midday, 
and midday came and it was firmly established as their Paschal offering, 
and the owners died after midday, such that the offering was first con- 
sidered fit and then rejected: It was originally fit to be sacrificed as either 
a Paschal offering or a peace- offering, and then it was rejected as a peace- 
offering when it was firmly established as a Paschal offering, and rejected 
as a Paschal offering when its owners died. And the principle is that 
anything that was first fit and afterward rejected" does not return to 
being fit. The offering is therefore disqualified and burned immediately, 
as it can never be brought as a Paschal offering or as a peace-offering. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: Is this reason necessary for anyone but 
Rav, who holds that explicit uprooting is not required? But Rav himself 
said that living creatures cannot be permanently rejected." The halakha 
of rejection applies only to animals that were already slaughtered, but 
living creatures cannot be permanently rejected from their sanctified 
status or eligibility for a mitzva. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita that adds to the mishna the detail that on a weekday the dis- 
qualified offering is immediately burned? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said: And similarly, if one slaughtered 
another offering, such as a peace-offering, for the purpose ofa Paschal 
offering, it is disqualified. If so, its disqualification is in the body of the 
offering itself, and so it should be burned immediately. 


The Gemara asks: But if it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, he would deem him liable also to bring a sin- offering for hav- 
ing slaughtered an invalid offering on Shabbat, for Rabbi Eliezer does 
not accept the position that one who errs in regard to a mitzva is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering. This explanation must, therefore, be 
rejected. 


Rather, Rav Yosef, son of Rav Salla the Hasid, explained before Rav 
Pappa as follows: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It 
is in accordance with the opinion of Yosef ben Honai. As we learned in 
a mishna that Yosef ben Honai says: Other offerings that are slaugh- 
tered for the purpose of a Paschal offering or for the purpose of a 
sin-offering are disqualified, as he agrees with Rabbi Eliezer in this 
regard. It is apparent that its disqualification is in the body of the offer- 
ing itself and therefore it should be burned immediately. But with 
regard to exemptions from sin-offerings in cases of unintentional des- 
ecration of Shabbat, he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, that one who errs in regard to a mitzva is exempt. 
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Rav Ashisaid a different answer to this question: Rav said his ruling 
with regard to a guilt-offering in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka. As it was 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka, says: If one slaughtering the Paschal offering on Shabbat 
still has time in the day to clarify whether the owners withdrew 
or died or became ritually impure, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering for having slaughtered on Shabbat, and the meat must be 
kept overnight so that its form be allowed to decay, and then it 
should be taken out to the place of burning. What is the reason 
that its form must be allowed to decay? Is it not because he holds 
that it does not require uprooting? And for that reason the dis- 
qualification is not inherent in the offering, and so it must be left 
overnight to attain the status of leftover sacrificial meat before being 
burned. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: From where is this known to be 

correct? Perhaps it requires uprooting and the disqualification is 

inherent. And the fact that he requires decay of form is because he 

agrees with the tanna of the school of Rabba bar Avuh, who said 

that even piggul, an offering disqualified by improper intent, which 

is considered an inherent disqualification, also requires decay of 
form, for he derived this requirement by way of a verbal analogy 
between the word “iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18) stated in relation to 

an offering disqualified by improper intent and the word “iniquity” 
(Leviticus 19:7) stated with regard to leftover sacrificial meat. 


For if you do not say so, i.e., that the baraita was taught in accor- 
dance with this opinion, then in a case in which the owners became 
ritually impure, what is there to say? In that case it certainly re- 
quires uprooting, for Rabbi Hiyya bar Gamda said that it was 
thrown out from the group of scholars who were studying the is- 
sue: Uprooting is required in a case where the owners of the offer- 
ing were ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse dur- 
ing the first Pesah and they were pushed off to the second Pesah. 
Since their offering is presumably set to be used on the second Pesah, 
explicit change of the offering’s status is required. 


Rather, it is clear that it is as he answered at the beginning, that 
our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Yosef ben Honai. 
Therefore, on weekdays the offering is burned immediately, and on 
Shabbat, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, one 
does not become liable to bring a sin-offering. 
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Tradition teaches that the Paschal lamb is sacrificed even on Shabbat. However, this 
dispensation applies only once the Paschal lamb is ready to be slaughtered. At that 
point, any activities may be performed that are necessary for it to be brought as an 
offering. However, activities that are necessary only in order to prepare the lamb for 
sacrificing, but could have been completed the previous day, do not override Shab- 
bat. This applies even to activities whose performance violates a rabbinic decree. 
Furthermore, the Gemara concluded that all this holds true even in the event that 
the preparatory activities were not performed the previous day and even if the result 
is that the Paschal lamb will not be brought at all. 


The principle that preparatory activities do not override Shabbat applies equally to 
other mitzvot whose performance overrides Shabbat. For example, the activities 
that are an integral part ofa circumcision override Shabbat, but not the preparations 
necessary for the circumcision. 


The chapter also discussed the Festival peace-offering that is often brought together 
with the Paschal lamb. The Gemara established that it is an optional offering. As such, 
it is clear that it may not be sacrificed on Shabbat. 


Given the above principles, the question arose whether one who sacrifices a Paschal 
lamb that is later found to be invalid is considered to have unwittingly violated Shab- 
bat and is therefore obligated to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara concluded that any 
labor performed while engaged in trying to perform a mitzva that overrides Shabbat 
does not render one liable to bring a sin-offering. Although he did not succeed in 
fulfilling the mitzva of the Paschal lamb, he is not considered to have violated Shabbat 
because he was involved in an activity that is essentially permitted in order to enable 
the fulfillment of the mitzva. 
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And they shall eat the meat on that night, roast with fire and 
matzot; with bitter herbs they shall eat it. Do not eat of it raw, 
nor boiled in water; but roast it with fire, its head with its legs 
and with its inner parts. And you shall not leave any of it until 
morning; and that which remains of it until morning you shall 
burn with fire. 

(Exodus 12:8-10) 


And they roasted the Paschal offering with fire according to the 
ordinance; but the other sacred offerings they boiled in pots, 
and in cauldrons, and in pans, and carried them swiftly among 
all the people. 

(11 Chronicles 35:13) 


The Torah provides many halakhot concerning the consumption of the Paschal lamb: 
It must be roasted, not cooked; it must be prepared and eaten in ritual purity; when 
eating it, one is not allowed to break the bones; and any of the meat left over must 
be burned. Each one of these halakhot needs to be fully defined. 


With regard to the roasting of the lamb: What precisely is considered roasting, es- 
pecially in contradistinction to cooking? Is there one specific method that must be 
used, or are there different options? 


An individual who is ritually impure may not prepare or partake of a Paschal lamb. 
Instead, his fulfillment of the mitzva is postponed until the second Pesah. This is true 
unless the majority of the Jewish people are ritually impure, in which case there is 
a special dispensation and the Paschal lamb may be brought despite the impurity. 
It remains to be clarified, though, which categories of ritual impurity disqualify a 
person from participating in the mitzva of the Paschal lamb, or in the case where 
the majority of the people are impure, which allow for it to be brought in impurity. 


Concerning the prohibition against breaking the bones of the Paschal lamb, which 
bones are included in the prohibition, and when does the prohibition apply? Fur- 
thermore, does this prohibition also apply to a Paschal lamb that became impure or 
was disqualified? 


Any meat that remains after the night of Passover must be burned. It needs to be 
clarified how exactly the meat should be burned, where is it burned, and with which 
types of wood. Also, which sections of the lamb must be burned and which do not 
need to be? 


The Torah defines that the Paschal lamb should be eaten by a group within a single 
house. Immediately the question arises as to how to define a house for this purpose. 
Does any structure qualify? Can more than one house be used? 


All these issues and related ones are discussed and clarified in this chapter, including 
whether these obligations are only the ideal way for the mitzvot to be performed or 
whether their violation actually disqualifies the offering. 
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MI S H N A How does one roast the Paschal lamb?" 


One brings a spit [shappud]' of pome- 
granate wood and thrusts it into the mouth of the lamb until it 
reaches its anus, and one then puts its legs and entrails inside 
it" and roasts it all together; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili. Rabbi Akiva says: One does not insert its legs and 
entrails inside it, as this is a type of cooking. Anything placed 
inside the offering does not get roasted directly by the fire and is 
considered to have been cooked. Rather, one suspends the legs 
and entrails from the spit above the animal's head outside it." One 
may not roast the Paschal lamb on the metal spit’ nor on a 
metal grill [askela].'** However, Rabbi Tzadok said: There was 
an incident with Rabban Gamliel, who said to his slave Tavi:? 
Go and roast the Paschal lamb for us on the grill. 


G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: Let them bring a 


metal spit. The Gemara answers: With 

regard to a metal utensil, once part of it is hot, it is all hot, and 
the meat is roasted due to the heat of the spit. And the Merciful 
One states in the Torah that the Paschal lamb must be roasted in 
fire and not roasted through something else. The Gemara asks 
why it is necessary to use specifically a spit of pomegranate wood: 
Let them bring a spit of palm wood. The Gemara answers: Since 
the palm branch has grooves between the leaves, it gives off a 
small amount of water from the grooves during roasting. The meat 
of the offering that touches the spit is as though it is cooked. The 
Gemara suggests: Let them bring a spit of fig wood. The Gemara 
answers: Since it is hollow and has sap inside, it gives off water, 
and it is as though the meat is cooked. 


The Gemara suggests: Let them bring a spit made from an oak or 
from a carob tree or from a sycamore, which are hard and do not 
have sap. The Gemara answers: With regard to each one of these 
trees, since it has knots and one must cut them off in order to 
smooth the branch, it gives off water from the locations of the 
cuts during roasting, and the meat is considered cooked. 


HALAKHA 


The roasting of the Paschal lamb - nba naby: The Paschal 
lamb is roasted in the following manner: A wooden spit is 
inserted into the lamb, and it is then roasted over an open 
fire. A spit fashioned out of pomegranate wood is preferred 
because it does not secrete water, and therefore there is no 
concern that the meat will be cooked. Since the Rambam did 
not quote the further qualifications for the spit mentioned by 
the Gemara, it appears that he did not consider them to be 
accepted as halakhic requirements (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:10). 


Its entrails outside it - 1 myan...vyia: The legs and entrails 
of the Paschal lamb are hung next to it on the spit. None of 
the entrails are left inside, so as to ensure that they will not 
be cooked. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, in keeping with the principle that his is the 


One puts its legs and entrails inside it — mei Yy NX jni) 
tind yr 9a: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and Rabbi Akiva both agree 
that the entire Paschal lamb must be roasted, as the verse 
states: “But roast with fire; its head with its legs and with its 
inner parts” (Exodus 12:9). Their dispute is whether “its head 
with its legs” means that the legs are roasted next to the rest 
of the animal or inside it (see Hatam Sofer). 


Not...on the spit - mawn by xb: Most commentaries 


NOTES 


accepted opinion in disputes with other individual Sages 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:10). 


Metal spit - nama Taw: The Paschal lamb may not be roasted 
on a metal spit because the metal is heated by the fire to the 
point that the meat is roasted by the heat of the spit and not 
directly by the fire. This does not fulfill the requirement that 
the Paschal lamb be roasted in fire (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:9). 


Grill - xbox: The Paschal lamb may not be roasted on 
metal utensils because the meat would then be roasted 
by the utensil rather than directly by the fire. However, if 
the utensil is perforated and the fire reaches the meat, 
it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 8:9). 


assert that this is referring to a standard spit, which is passed 
through the body of the animal so that it is suspended over 
the fire. A spit made of metal may not be used to roast the 
Paschal lamb. However, there are some authorities who in- 
terpret the phrase: On a spit, as referring to one who rests 
the Paschal lamb on top of a wide spit, or multiple spits, in- 
stead of passing the spit through the offering. According to 
both interpretations, the disqualification is similar to that of 
a grill (Meʻiri). 


LANGUAGE 
Spit [shappud] - aW: From the Greek o08dc, spodos, mean- 
ing metal or ashes. This term refers to a wooden or metal spit 
that one thrusts into meat in order to roast it on a fire. 


Grill [askela] - xbox: Apparently from the Greek word 
éoyapa, eskara, meaning sacrificial hearth or fire sticks. Some 
linguists are of the opinion that it is related to the Latin word 
scala, meaning ladder, and refers to a utensil that resembles a 
ladder that is made for roasting. 


BACKGROUND 
Grill - xbaprs: 


Metal grill similar to those used in talmudic times 


PERSONALITIES 
Tavi — !39: Tavi, the slave of Rabban Gamliel, is the most fa- 
mous slave in the Talmud. Some go so far as to draw a parallel 
between Tavi, the slave of Rabban Gamliel, and Eliezer, the 
slave of Abraham. 

Rabban Gamliel was very fond of Tavi and appreciated his 
character and Torah knowledge. The Gernara relates that when 
Rabban Gamliel thought he had discovered a way to free Tavi, 
he was overjoyed. Ultimately, though, he did not free him, due 
to concern about the prohibition to free a slave. Despite this, 
Rabban Gamliel treated him as a member of his family. Conse- 
quently, he accepted condolences when Tavi died. 

The Sages said about Tavi: There were many who were wor- 
thy to be ordained, like Tavi, the slave of Rabban Gamliel, yet 
due to their lineage, they did not achieve that status. 
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NOTES 
Would call it tokh, tokh — "Jin Jir” PAP: Rashi quotes 
a different text that reads tokhbar, which is a contrac- 
tion of the Hebrew words for inside [tokh] and outside 
[bar]. The dispute about the meaning of this statement 
dates back to the Jerusalem Talmud, in which certain 
Sages maintain that Rabbi Yishmael agreed with Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, while Rabbi Tarfon sided with Rabbi Akiva. 
According to this view, the word tokhbar may indicate 
that what was previously inside, i.e., the entrails, is now 
outside. Additionally, the term that Rabbi Tarfon used, 
mekulas, which is generally translated as helmeted, would 
mean handsome, a reference to the fact that the kid was 
roasted whole. 


The prohibition of blood and the requirement of salt- 
ing- npa DI VE: The prohibition against consuming 

blood is mentioned several times in the Torah and carries 

the punishment of karet. Although the Torah prohibition 

applies in its full severity only to blood that leaves the 

animal's body as it is slaughtered, every effort is made to 

remove all the blood that is absorbed in the meat before 

eating it. This is the reason for salting the raw meat before 

cooking it. The salt absorbs the blood from the meat, and 

it is then removed through rinsing. Another method of 
removing the blood from the meat is roasting it over a fire. 
The fire causes the meat to discharge the blood; there- 
fore, no salting or very little salting is required. However, 
practically speaking, there are many questions that arise 

with regard to different types of meat and the neces- 
sary measures that must be taken in order to remove the 

blood from them. 


HALAKHA 


A kid roasted whole -— dhipn 13: Wherever it is custom- 
ary not to eat roasted meat on the night of Passover, one 
may not eat roasted meat. Even in places in which the 
custom is to permit the eating of roasted meat, it is pro- 
hibited to consume a kid or lamb that is roasted whole. 
However, if it is cut into pieces, or if part of it is missing, 
or one of its limbs is boiled, it is no longer considered 
a kid roasted whole, and it may be eaten on the night 
of Passover (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz 
UMaiza 8:11). 


Stuffing is permitted - xw K: Birds and animals 
that are stuffed with unsalted meat may be roasted and 
then eaten. This is permitted even if the opening in the 
bird or animal is facing upward and even if the outer meat 
has been salted (Tosafot). Nevertheless, they may not 
be boiled together. However, the Rema prohibits even 
roasting them together ab initio, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rashi (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 77:1). 
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The Gemara asks: A branch from a pomegranate tree also has knots. 
The Gemara answers: Its knots are smooth. There is no need to 
straighten the branch with a knife in order to use it, and therefore it 
does not emit water. And if you wish, say that the mishna is referring 
to a branch within its first year, which does not yet have knots. The 
Gemara asks: But there is the place it was cut from the tree, and 
water will come from there. The Gemara answers: One leaves the 
place it was cut outside of the animal rather than inserting that side 
of the branch into the animal. 


The Gemara notes that the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Just as the part of a spit of wood that is inside the animal 
is not burned, although it is over the fire, so the part of a spit of 
metal that is inside the animal does not become burning hot. There 
is no concern that the meat will be roasted from the heat of the spit. 
The Rabbis said to him: This is not the case. With regard to this, the 
metal, when part of it is hot, it is all hot. And with regard to that, the 
wood, when part of it is hot, not all of it is hot, and therefore the 
meat is cooked by the heat of the fire and not by the heat of the spit. 


It was taught in the mishna that according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, one places the legs and entrails inside the lamb’s body 
and roasts them together. It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael 
would call the Paschal lamb: Tokh, tokh," because when one roasts 
the legs and entrails inside the lamb they make that sound, like other 
things that are cooked. Rabbi Tarfon would call it: Helmeted kid. In 
his opinion, the entrails must be roasted when they are suspended 
from the spit above the head of the animal, somewhat resembling a 
helmet. 


The Sages taught: Which is the kid roasted whole that it is prohib- 
ited to eat on the nights of Passover in modern times, so as not 
appear as though one sacrificed the Paschal lamb outside the Temple? 
It is any kid that one roasted all at once in the manner that the Pas- 
chal lamb was roasted. However, if one of its limbs is severed or one 
ofits limbs is boiled, it is no longer considered a kid roasted whole." 


The Gemara expresses surprise at the formulation of this baraita. Now, 
one can say that if one of its limbs is severed, although one roasts 
it together with the rest of the animal, you said that it is no longer 
considered a kid roasted whole, and it is permitted in modern times. 
If one of its limbs is severed and boiled, which is not an approved 
method of preparation of the Paschal lamb, is it necessary to say that 
that it is not considered roasted whole? Rav Sheshet said: This is 
referring to a case where one boiled the limb while it was attached 
to the rest of the animal. The halakha teaches that even if the animal 
remains whole, if one of its limbs is cooked it is no longer considered 
a kid roasted whole. 


The Gemara raises a general halakhic discussion related to the mishna. 
Rabba said: This stuffing of raw meat inside another animal that is 
being roasted is permitted," even if the meat that is stuffed inside has 
not been salted to remove the blood. Abaye said to him: But the meat 
of the animal being roasted absorbs blood from the stuffing." He said 
to him: As it absorbs it, so it then emits it. The heat of the fire causes 
blood to be released from the meat used as stuffing into the meat of 
the animal being stuffed, and the heat then draws the blood out of that 
meat as well. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this mishna supports him: He 
places its legs and its entrails inside the Paschal lamb and roasts 
them together. What is the reason that it is permitted to do this? Is 
it not because we say: As it absorbs it, so it emits it? Although 
Rabbi Akiva disputes this statement, his opinion is due to the unique 
halakhot of the Paschal lamb. It seems that everyone agrees that there 
is no concern about the prohibition against consuming blood. The 
Gemara refutes this proof: Say it is different there, in the case of 
the Paschal lamb. Since there is the place of the slaughter, which is 
hollow and open, 
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the blood flows out. However, in the case of regular stuffing, which 
is closed on all sides, there is no way for the blood to drain. 


The Gemara suggests further: Let us say that the following mishna 
supports him: With regard to the heart of an animal, one must tear 
it and remove its blood" before one roasts or cooks it. And if he 

did not tear it beforehand, he tears it after it is cooked, i.e., roasted, 
and it is permitted. What is the reason the heart is permitted al- 
though there is presumably still blood inside? Is it not because we 

say that as it absorbs it, so it emits it, and therefore as the heart is 

roasted the blood is absorbed in the meat and then discharged, so 

that no blood is left in the meat, and whatever is still inside the hol- 
low part of the heart can be removed when it is torn open? This 

would support the opinion of Rabba. 


The Gemara refutes the proof: A heart is different because it is 
smooth and does not absorb much blood. However, generally one 
does not necessarily rely on the principle that as it absorbs it so it 
emits it. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Ravin the Elder wrap a par- 
ticular young dove in dough for Rav and roast it, and Rav said to 
him: If its dough" tastes good, give me some and I will eat? Ap- 
parently, according to Rav, although the breading absorbed blood, 
it also certainly discharged it during the roasting. The Gemara re- 
futes this point: That incident involved fine flour [semida],' which 
is crumbly and allows the blood to flow through it. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rava happen to come" to the house of 
the Exilarch,® and they breaded a young goose for him, and he 
said: If I had not seen that the breading is as clear as a white, i.e., 
new, coin," I would not eat from it out of concern that it absorbed 
some of the blood?" And if it should enter your mind to accept the 
principle that as it absorbs it so it emits it, why note that he ate it 
particularly because it was clear? Even if it was not clear, it should 
also be permitted. The Gemara responds: There, it was talking 
about white flour, which is firm and does not allow the blood to 
pass through; Rava ate it only because its color indicated that no 
blood remained in the breading. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that if one makes the 
breading of fine flour, whether it turned red from blood or did not 
turn red, it is permitted. The following rule applies to breading of 
white flour: If it is clear like a white coin, it is permitted; if not, it 
is prohibited. With regard to breading of other types of flour, 
which are not especially firm or crumbly, if the breading turned red, 
it is prohibited; if it did not turn red, it is permitted. 


With regard to this meat stuffing in an animal: The one who 
prohibits one to eat it, Abaye, does so even if the opening is facing 
downward, allowing the blood to escape more easily. And the 
one who permits one to eat it, Rabba, does so even if the opening 
is facing upward. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is 
that stuffing is permitted even if the opening is facing upward, in 
accordance with the lenient opinion. 


BACKGROUND 


The Exilarch - xm w: The Exilarch, who descended from the 
House of David, was recognized by the Jews as the heir to the 
throne of Judah and entrusted with broad official powers. He 
was the leader of the Jews of the Persian Empire and their repre- 
sentative to the authorities, who regarded him as a member of a 
royal dynasty. Consequently, he enjoyed a lofty position within 
the Persian court. During various periods, he was even consid- 
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HALAKHA 


One must tear it and remove its blood - w*xim iytip 
i27 NX: One must tear or slice open an animal's heart to 
allow the blood to drain. Afterward, the heart is salted in 
the usual manner, and it may then be cooked. However, 
the Rema rules that the heart should be roasted over a fire 
before it is cooked as a safety measure, lest it be cooked 
without having been torn open. If the heart is salted or 
roasted without being torn open, it may be torn open 
afterward due to the principle: As it absorbs it, so it emits 
it. This ruling is in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 72:1-2). 


Meat covered with dough — pyaa nasan wa: The Ram- 
bam, ruling in accordance with the Gemara, states: If one 
spreads dough on top of meat, the breading's status de- 
pends upon the circumstances. If the dough is made from 
flour whose particles are large, it may be eaten. If it is made 
from finely ground flour, it is prohibited to eat it. However, 
if the breading is made from regular flour, it is permitted 
to eat it only if the breading did not turn red at all. Never- 
theless, the Shulhan Arukh, based on the Shibbolei HaLeket, 
ruled that nowadays, no one is sufficiently expert to make 
these distinctions, and consequently, it is always prohib- 
ited to eat the flour. Nevertheless, if the meat is salted first 
and allowed to sit for the appropriate amount of time, it is 
always permitted to eat it (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 78:1). 


NOTES 
Its dough - mau: Some commentaries suggest the fol- 
lowing explanation, which seems to be supported by the 
language of the Rambam: The discussion in this contex 
is not about the meat. Rather, it concerns whether the 
dough itself may be eaten, or whether there is concern tha 
since the blood passed through it, some of the blood migh 
still be left in the dough, rendering it prohibited (Me‘ri). 


Didn't Rava happen to come - ops $2171: It would be 
unusual to challenge Rabba on the basis of the practice o 
Rava, who was Rabba’s student. It seems that the Gemara’s 
proof is based on the assumption that Rava would no 
disagree with his teacher and was acting in accordance 
with his ruling (see Sefat Emet). 


Clear as a white, new coin — KWP KM3 3: Some com- 
mentaries explain that if the breading is exceptionally 
white, it is a sign that it has been baked very well. All the 
blood will certainly leave the meat due to the baking 
(Meiiri). 


LANGUAGE 


Fine flour [semida] - x29: From the Greek oepidadtc, 
semidalis, meaning high- quality flour. 


ered third in the royal hierarchy. The Exilarch was responsible 
for the collection of a major portion of the government taxes 
from the Jewish community, and he could appoint leaders and 
judges whose powers included the imposition of corporal, and 
sometimes capital, punishment. 

Adjacent to the Exilarch’s home was a special rabbinical 
court appointed by him to deal with cases involving money and 


property in particular. He also seems to have had the authority 
to make certain appointments within the Jewish community 
throughout the country, although most of them were made 
in consultation with the heads of the great academies. The 
Exilarchs were referred to in the Talmud by the honorific title Mar 
before or after their name, and they were devoted to the Torah. 
Some of them were indeed significant scholars in their own right. 
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LANGUAGE 


Raw meat [umiza] — x71: Possibly related to the two Middle 
Persian words xamiz, referring to a marinated meat, and amiz, 
a side dish. 


HALAKHA 


Raw meat that became red — pbx NYAN: If an animal 
suffered a wound that resulted in a visible hematoma, it is pro- 
hibited to cook that section of the meat until it is cut open 
and salted well. However, it is permitted to roast it over a fire 
even if one does not cut and salt it. This is in accordance with 
the explanations of Rabbeinu Gershom and the Rosh (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 67:4). 


Testicles and veins — 9p7Wa193»a: The testicles of an animal that 
is thirty days old or older may not be cooked without being 
either peeled or cut and salted (Shakh). However, they may be 
roasted. It is customary to remove the large tendons and make 
many cuts, in accordance with the Gemara here. In addition, 
blood vessels are forbidden due to the blood they contain. 
Salting does not remove the blood, unless they have first been 
cut open. They do not need cutting and salting if they are to be 
roasted over a fire, as indicated in the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 65:1). 


Raw meat whose vinegar became red — mhn PADNTNYNN: 
If one places unsalted meat in vinegar to prevent the blood 
from coming out and the meat turns red, the vinegar is forbid- 
den. The meat may be consumed only after it is roasted over a 
fire. If it is to be cooked, it must be cut and salted prior to being 
cooked. If the meat does not turn red, the meat and vinegar are 
permitted, in accordance with the interpretation of the Gemara 
given by Tosafot (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 67:5). 


Vinegar in which he had soaked meat one time - wont xon 
KIPI 81 Fa: Vinegar that has already been used to soak meat 
in order to keep its blood inside should not be used again 
for this purpose, because it has become weak. However, it is 
permitted to use vinegar that is weak to begin with. Some say 
that nowadays one should not harden unsalted meat in vinegar 
because no one is sufficiently expert in this process. However, 
it is permitted to eat the meat after the fact (Rema, citing Rab- 
beinu Yeruham; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 67:6). 


NOTES 
Testicles - 143: Some authorities maintain that this rule applies 
because there is a membrane full of blood on the testicles, and 
this blood cannot be removed through salting alone. According 
to Rashi, it appears that it is prohibited to consume this mem- 
brane, and it must be completely removed. The discussion in 
the Gemara, however, is referring to a case where it has been 
removed. Even in that case, the testicles themselves must be 
cut open if they have turned red (Sefat Emet). 


Salting and soaking — mm amp na: According to Torah law, 
he only blood that is prohibi ed is blood that leaves the animal 
during the slaughtering. There is no Torah prohibition against 
eating blood that remains in the meat and has not moved after 
he slaughtering. Therefore, it is permitted to eat a piece of raw 
meat that has not been salted or cooked. However, if the meat is 
o be cooked the blood must be removed beforehand, because 
when the meat is cooked the heat of the water draws out the 
blood. Nevertheless, if various steps are taken to ensure that the 
blood remains in its place and does not come out, e.g., soaking 
he meat in strong vinegar to dry and harden it, then the blood 
is not drawn out, and the meat may be cooked without salting. 
However, the geonim prohibited this practice. 
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The Gemara quotes a further discussion concerning the topic 

of blood absorbed in meat and the preparation of meat permitted 

for eating. The Gemara addresses three cases: Raw meat 

[umtza]' that is eaten without being salted, testicles ofan animal, 
and the large veins of the neck. Rav Aha and Ravina disagreed 

about this. The Gemara points out: In all their discussions about 

the Torah, whenever there is a dispute between them and there 

is no explanation as to which of them holds which opinion, the 

opinion of Rav Aha is stringent and the opinion of Ravina is 

lenient, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Ravina to be lenient. This applies to all their disputes except for 
these three, in which Rav Aha is lenient and Ravina is strin- 
gent, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Aha to be lenient. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to this piece of raw meat that 
became red" from the blood inside it, if one cut it and salted it, it 
is permitted even to cook them in a pot because it is clear that salt 
removes blood from meat. If one put it on a spit in order to roast 
it, it is permitted because the blood flows out. With regard to a 
case where one placed it on coals, Rav Aha and Ravina disagreed 
about the halakha in this case; one prohibited it and one permit- 
ted it. The one who prohibited it reasoned that the coals cause 
the meat to shrivel and harden, trapping the blood inside. And 
the one who permitted it reasoned. And the halakha that the heat 
of the coals draws out the blood, leaving only the meat. 


And, so too, with regard to testicles:" If one cut them and salt- 
ed them, they are permitted even to be cooked in a pot. If 
one hung them on a spit in order to roast them, they are permit- 
ted because the blood flows out. With regard to a case where 
one placed them on coals, Rav Aha and Ravina disagreed 
about this; one prohibited it and one permitted it. The one 
who prohibited it reasoned that it shrivels, and the one who 
permitted it reasoned that the heat draws out the blood. 


And, so too, with regard to large veins:" If one cut them and 

salted them, it is permitted even to cook them in a pot. If one 

hung them on a spit and the place of the incision of the slaugh- 
ter is facing downward, it is permitted because the blood flows 

out. With regard to a case where one placed it on coals, Rav Aha 

and Ravina disagreed about this matter; one prohibited it and 

one permitted it. The one who prohibited it reasoned that it 

shrivels, and the one who permitted it reasoned that the heat 

draws out the blood. And the halakha is that the heat of the 

coals draws out the blood, and it is permitted. 


The Gemara raises another discussion with regard to blood ab- 
sorbed in meat. People would soak raw meat ( Tosafot) in vinegar 
in order to ensure that none of the blood would separate from 
its original place and prohibit the meat from being eaten, as it is 
permitted to eat blood that has not separated from its original 
place. This piece of raw meat, whose vinegar became red" due 
to the blood absorbed in it, is forbidden. If its vinegar did not 
become red, it is permitted. Ravina said: Even if its vinegar 
did not become red, it is forbidden; it is impossible that it 
does not have streaks of blood. Mar bar Ameimar said to Rav 
Ashi: Father, i.e., Ameimar, would swallow the vinegar and was 
unconcerned that there may be blood in it. Some say Rav Ashi 
himself would swallow it. 


Mar bar Ameimar said to Rav Ashi: The practice of my father, 
Ameimar, was that with regard to vinegar in which he had 
soaked meat one time" to keep in its blood, he would not soak 
meat in it again." It could no longer keep the blood in the meat. 
The Gemara asks: In what way is vinegar that has been used once 
different from weak vinegar, in which we soak meat without 
concern that it will be unable to keep the blood in the meat? The 
Gemara explains: There, the 
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sharpness of the fruit remains present in the vinegar in its pure, 
unadulterated form, despite the fact that the vinegar itselfis not sharp. 
Here, the sharpness of the fruit does not remain present in the 
vinegar in its pure, unadulterated form because it has already been 
used with the meat. Therefore, the vinegar is no longer potent enough 
to keep the blood in the meat. 


It was taught in the mishna that one may not roast the Paschal lamb 

ona grill. Subsequently, the mishna quotes an incident in which Rab- 
ban Gamliel instructed his servant to roast the Paschal lamb for him 

on a grill. The Gemara expresses surprise: Was an incident cited to 

contradict what was previously stated? The Gemara responds: The 

mishna is incomplete’ and is teaching the following: And if it is a 

perforated grill, so that the fire reaches each part of the meat and the 

animal will not be roasted from the heat of the grill itself, it is permit- 
ted. And with regard to this Rabbi Tzadok said that there was an 

incident with Rabban Gamliel, who said to his slave Tavi: Go and 

roast the Paschal lamb for us on the perforated grill. 

The Gemara cites a discussion related to the subject of roasting the 

Paschal lamb. Rav Hinnana bar Idi raised a dilemma before Rav 
Adda bar Ahava: In the case of an oven that one fired with peels of 
fruit that are orla,™ i.e., fruit that grows on a tree the first three years 

after it was planted, from which one may not receive any benefit, if, 
after the oven became very hot, he swept it and removed the fuel and 
the ashes, and he baked bread in it, according to the opinion that 
prohibits bread baked directly with heat from orla fuel, what is the 

halakha with regard to this bread? It was baked with the heat trapped 
in the oven only after the fuel was removed. He said to him: The 

bread is permitted. 


Rav Hinnana said to him: But didn’t Rav Hinnana the Elder say that 
Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If there is an oven that one 
fired and swept so that the heat remains but there is no longer any 
fire in the oven, and one then roasted the Paschal lamb in it," this is 
not a fulfillment of the Torah’s command that the Paschal lamb must 
be roasted in fire, as it is stated in the Torah: “And they shall eat the 
meat on that night, roasted in fire, and matzot; with bitter herbs they 
shall eat it. Do not eat of it raw, nor boiled in water, but roasted in fire; 
its head with its legs and with its inner parts” (Exodus 12:8-9), and 
since it says the phrase: Roasted in fire, two times, the verse empha- 
sizes that the Paschal lamb must literally be roasted on the fire? 


The following can now be inferred: The reason is specifically because 
the Merciful One reveals this halakha with regard to the Paschal lamb 
in the Torah by repeating: Roasted in fire, roasted in fire, twice. But 
if the Merciful One had not revealed this halakha by emphasizing 
the need to roast it directly on the fire, I would have said a Paschal 
lamb roasted in an oven that has already been swept is nonetheless 
considered roasted in fire. Therefore, in other situations in which 
something is roasted in an oven, even if it is not roasted directly from 
the heat of a fire, its status should be comparable to something that 
was roasted directly from the fuel. If the fuel is forbidden, the food 
should be forbidden. 


Perforated grill — napana xbape: It is permitted to roast a Pas- 
chal lamb on a perforated grill (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


Korban Pesah 8:9). 


An oven that one fired with. . .orla- ahws...ippnw sun: If one 
fueled the fire in an oven with peels of orla, from which one may 
not derive benefit, and then he removed the peels and the ashes 
and only then baked bread in the oven, 


HALAKHA 


Nevertheless, according to the Vilna Gaon this may not be done 
ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 142:4). 


A Paschal lamb roasted in an oven that has been swept — 
qu yan Tog noa: If one fired an oven with wood and then 
removed the wood, he is prohibited from roasting a Paschal 
lamb in it because it would not be considered roasted over a fire 


the bread is permitted. (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:10). 


BACKGROUND 


The mishna is incomplete — eM" pM: This method 
of explanation is often found in the Gemara. However, 
generally speaking, it does not suggest an actual emen- 
dation of the text of the mishna. The addition introduced 
by the Gemara is a necessary elaboration upon that which 
is written in the mishna, which is insufficiently clear in 
its current form. The addition provides the necessary 
clarification. 


NOTES 


Go and roast...on the perforated grill - by.. hy xx 
xbapist: Perhaps Rabban Gamliel insisted on roasting his 
Paschal lamb ona grill rather than on a spit of pomegran- 
ate wood so as not to ruin pomegranate trees and thereby 
damage the settlement of Eretz Yisrael (Hatam Sofer). 


Orla - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit from 
the fruit that grows during the first three years after a tree 
has been planted (see Leviticus 19:23). This prohibition 
applies only to the fruit but not to the other parts of the 
tree. In addition, the prohibition does not apply to trees 
planted as a fence for property or as a wind buffer rather 
than for their fruit. 
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HALAKHA 


If one cuts it and places it on coals — 133 by fanny iann 
pon: If one made cuts in the Paschal lamb and placed it 
on Coals, it is considered to be roasted over a fire. Although 
this is the opinion of only one of the Sages, the halakha is 
in accordance with his opinion because no conflicting opin- 
ion is cited (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 8:10). 


A burn with regard to leprosy — 09322 713: A burn caused 
by fire, coal, hot ash, hot lime, or anything heated by fire is 
considered a burn with regard to the halakhot of leprosy 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 5:1). 


They would prepare for her a molten bar of lead - ans 
ay poiy ya ras Ow: if one was liable to receive the death 
penalty of burning, the executioners would force open his 
mouth and pour in burning lead, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Mattana (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 15:3). 


NOTES 


Burns and leprosy — Dyan M312: The halakhot of leprosy, 
which the Torah details in Leviticus 13-14, are explained in 
tractate Nega‘im. The term used in the Torah, tzaraat, is not 
necessarily the medical equivalent of the modern form 
of the disease, but refers to symptoms that cause severe 
ritual impurity. 

Leprosy may appear on skin, hair, articles of clothing, 
and houses. When a symptom appears, it is examined by a 
priest, and only a priest is authorized to determine whether 
to quarantine the affected person for a certain period or to 
declare immediately that the symptom is or is not leprosy. 
Leprosy is one of the primary sources of ritual impurity, and 
it is particularly severe in that it imparts ritual impurity to 
objects found in the same enclosure with it, similar to the 
impurity imparted by corpses. One afflicted with leprosy is 
sent out of the Israelite camp and must live alone until his 
affliction is cured. A garment affected by leprosy is burned, 
and a contaminated house is entirely destroyed, with its 
rubble disposed of in a ritually impure place. A cured leper 
undergoes special rites outside the city and a purification 
ceremony in the Temple itself. He is obligated to bring spe- 
cific offerings as part of his purification. 

There are unique halakhot that apply to symptoms of 
eprosy that appear on the skin in places where there had 
previously been an inflammation or a burn. Such symp- 
oms are treated somewhat differently than symptoms of 
eprosy on otherwise healthy tissue. Symptoms of leprosy 
hat appear in the location of a previous inflammation or 
burn caused by anything other than fire are treated in the 
same manner as symptoms that appear in the location of a 
previous burn caused by fire or by extreme heat. However, 
symptoms in each of these locations cannot combine to 
equal a symptom the size of a bean, the minimum required 
egal measure to constitute a plague of leprosy. Therefore, if 
here is a leprous symptom less than the size of a bean on 
he spot of a previous inflammation, and next to it there is 
another spot of similar size on the location of a previous 
burn, they do not combine to equal the legal measure 
of leprosy, and the afflicted person is not ritually impure. 
Consequently, it is important to define precisely what is 
considered an inflammation and what is considered a burn. 


Burned by lime or plaster - D°D533 ix DA MD): Tosafot 
ask: What is the difference between burning- hot lime and 
plaster, for which a derivation is required to indicate that 
their legal status is like that of fire, and a hot oven, which 
does not require an independent derivation? Apparently, 
lime and plaster are heated by means of hot water that is 
poured over them. Their heat does not come from fire as 
directly as the heat of an oven does (Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac 
Haver). 


LANGUAGE 
Plaster [gipsis] - p»psa: From the Greek ybos, gupsos, 


meaning plaster. 
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rav Hinnana bar Idi: The Merciful 
One reveals it there, with regard to the Paschal lamb, and we learn 
from it that even in other areas of halakha, only something that is 
roasted directly by a fire is considered roasted in fire. 


And if you wish, say a different answer instead: There, in the case 
of the Paschal lamb, the reason one may not roast the lamb if one 
has already swept out the oven is that the Merciful One writes 
“roasted in fire” twice. But if the Merciful One had not written 
“roasted in fire” twice, I would have said that the Merciful One 
is particular about fire, meaning that the source of the heat in the 
oven should be fire, and even if one swept it, it is still considered 
roasted in fire. It was therefore necessary to repeat the phrase 
“roasted in fire.” But here, in the case of orla, the Merciful One is 
particular about the prohibited fuel, and it is not here in the oven. 
Therefore, there is no reason to prohibit the bread. 


The Sages taught: If one cuts the Paschal lamb superficially in 
several places and places it on coals," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: I say that this is considered roasted in fire, as coals have 
the status of real fire. Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami raised a contradiction 
to Rav Hisda: Did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi actually say that coals 
are considered like fire? 


Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami raised a contradiction based on the Torah’s 
statement with regard to the laws of leprosy: “Or flesh that shall 
have on its skin a burn from fire” (Leviticus 13:24). From the fact 
that it says a burn from fire, I have derived nothing other than a 
case in which it is burned by fire itself; if it is burned by a coal, by 
burning ash, by burning lime, by burning plaster [gipsis],"“° or 
by anything else that is burning and whose source of heat comes 
from fire, to include also water heated by fire, from where is it 
derived that these are also considered a burn from fire? The verse 
states: A burn, a burn, twice. By repeating the term, it includes all 
these types of burns." 


The following can now be inferred: The reason is that the Merciful 
One includes these types of burns in the Torah through the words: 
A burn, a burn. But if the Merciful One had not included them 
through the repetitive expression a burn, a burn, one would have 
assumed that coals are not considered fire, which contradicts the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that any usage of the term fire 
includes coals as well. 


He said to him: With regard to a red-hot wood coal, it is not nec- 
essary for the verse to include it. As long as it is burning, it is 

certainly considered a fire. Where a verse is necessary is with re- 
gard to a red-hot piece of metal that was heated by a fire. Without 

the verse, it would have been possible to think a person burned by 
hot metal it is not considered burned by fire. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at the previous answer: And are 
red-hot pieces of metal not considered fire? But with regard to a 
daughter of a priest who committed adultery after betrothal, it is 
written: “And the daughter of a priest, if she profanes herself 
through adultery, she profanes her father; in fire she shall be 
burned” (Leviticus 21:9), and Rav Mattana said: They would not 
literally burn her in fire; rather, they would prepare for her a mol- 
ten bar of lead." They would execute her by pouring molten lead 
down her throat. This proves that burning metal is considered fire. 


Burning plaster - nnii wpa: The halakha of burning plaster, 
which is considered to be heated by a derivative of fire, is based 
on the method in which the plaster is produced. 

Plaster is found in several different places in large quantities 
and with varying levels of density and water saturation. The 


BACKGROUND 


raw plaster is put into an oven and heated, creating a powder. 
When water is added to this powder, significant heat is cre- 
ated. The source of the plaster’s heat, though it is not immedi- 
ately apparent, is the heat of the oven in which the raw plaster 
was heated. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


eee S De ONT ee 
wyg ya nisan many bp nist wn’ 


nian dan ab eppar mroyy wre pw 13) 
mp ARs aan ADW TIW rene Apa 
- JD JX DMP PN AW) NDW - ras 
Dp TA maw Naw 


Jon 37 awa MKI van ab pay 
wh AIVY Kp we PNT wT 
mp ana s aia - "7103 


TAD maw TP OM) II MNT INN 3) 
KIAN MI- MO TPB rx TON ab 
son AW xb Dep say maw) NDW 
an A7 wie = PA IVI DWA °K) 
xp xbaya map S sD Xow niia 

oyna 


APIR vase pias 99 ma WNI xox) 


xo bay sept and may 127 mY sore 
maw ‘be mat "awn VI IND 
DD 923 NT) PNT WX NON Nias 
pyy by in WY ana DNT pews 
hy nina xh) — wea wan" 
mni paa 


JOKI DPN DIJ KAPT aT h vor 
nixa maw be niat- WHY TI 
by inks PEY DPI NBT VEI TN 
—wreT NYIA wy qid? -ONI DY 

KY = SPITS DPS 


NDT Ata? Mow KIND m ONT 


The Gemara responds: It is different there, as the verse states not 
simply fire, but “in fire she shall be burned.” The expression “she shall 
be burned” comes to include all burnings that come from fire. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, all the more so fire itself fulfills the require- 
ment of burning. Let us surround her with bundles of branches 
and burn her with them. The Gemara responds: It comes from a 
verbal analogy between the word “burning” stated here and the word 
“burning” stated and in the context of the death of the sons of Aaron: 
Just as below, with regard to the sons of Aaron, the verse states that 
they were burned with fire (see Leviticus 10:2), and it was a burning 
of the soul and the body remained, as even their clothes were not 
burned, so too, here, with regard to the daughter of a priest, it means 
the burning of the soul and the body remains. 


The Gemara challenges: Let us execute her with boiling water heated 

by fire. The Gemara answers: It is due to the statement of Rav Nah- 
man, as Rav Nahman said that the verse states: “And you shall love 

your fellow as yourself” (Leviticus 19:18). When executing someone, 
select for him a kind death.’ Even when someone must be executed, 
his dignity should be protected. He should be executed in the most 

comfortable way possible. 


The Gemara asks: Once there is the reason of Rav Nahman, why do 
I need the verbal analogy derived from the sons of Aaron? Even with- 
out it, Rav Nahman’s ruling requires the court to carry out the execu- 
tion with molten lead, which provides an easier death. Say in answer 
to this question: If not for the verbal analogy, I would have said that 
burning the soul while the body remains is not considered burning. 
And ifit were only due to the statement of Rav Nahman that one must 
select a kind death, we should add many bundles of branches so that 
she would die quickly. Therefore, the verbal analogy teaches us that 
executing with molten lead is considered burning. 


But if it so that the verse says “she shall be burned” to include all 
methods of burning, for what do I need the expression “in fire”? The 
Gemara answers: To exclude lead from its source." 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: Is it true that anywhere that 
it is written: “In fire she shall be burned” it comes to include all 
methods of burning that come from fire? But what of bulls that are 
burned, about which it is written: “And he shall burn it on wood in 
fire, where the ash is poured it shall be burned” (Leviticus 4:12), and 
it was taught in a baraita: In fire, and not in burning lime and not in 
burning plaster? Why aren't all methods of burning permitted in this 
case as well? 


He said to him: How can these cases be compared? There, in the case 

of the daughter ofa priest, it is written: “In fire,’ and the verse subse- 
quently states that she shall be burned, which comes to include all 

methods of burning that come from fire. Here, in the case of a bull, 
itis written: “And he shall burn it on wood in fire.” At the end it says 

fire, to say that with regard to fire, yes, it may be used, but with regard 

to something else, no, it may not be used. 


The Gemara objects: There, too, with regard to bulls that are burned, 
burning is written at the end, as it is written at the end of that verse: 


NOTES 


Select for him a kind death — 79 ama b ‘ina: Some commentaries 
explain that the verse must be interpreted i in the following way. As 
long as the person is alive, it is impossible to fully fulfill the command 
to “love your fellow as yourself” (Leviticus 19:18) because the halakha 
dictates that one’s own life take precedence over the life of his fellow. 
Therefore, the command must also refer to a situation such as this, 
where the issue of whose life takes precedence is no longer relevant 
(Tosafot). 


To exclude lead from its source — i\pyn Tats pion: Rashi and 
other early commentaries appear to understand that lead can be 
found in a naturally molten state when it is mined, but this burn- 
ing lead cannot be used for executions because its heat does not 
come from fire. The phenomenon of lead found in a naturally molten 


state may be explained by the effect of geothermal heat in deep 
mines and radioactive decay that produces heat. Nevertheless, there 
are no known occurrences of newly mined lead found in a boiling 
hot state. 

An alternative approach that has been suggested is that, in this 
context, lead from its source stands in contrast to a molten bar of 
lead, which is required for the execution of an adulterous daughter of 
a priest. The molten bar of lead consists of lead that has been refined 
and can be heated to a point that it will glow red from the heat. Such 
metal is similar to wood coal and meets the requirement to execute 
the daughter of a priest by burning her in fire. Lead from its source is 
lead that remains in a rougher state and is mixed with slag and other 
impurities. This will prevent it from becoming red-hot, and it cannot 
be used to fulfill the requirement to burn her in fire. 
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“Where the ash is poured it shall be burned” (Leviticus 4:12). 
The Gemara responds: Say: That usage of the expression “it shall 
be burned” is needed for that which was taught in a baraita: It 
shall be burned even though there is no ash there, as the presence 
of ash from the altar is not essential for burning the bulls. “It shall 
be burned” also teaches that although the fire has consumed most 
of it, that is not sufficient. One must take care to complete the 
burning process. 


Ravina said that the contradiction cited earlier between Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s statement, that roasting over coal is considered 
roasting over fire, and the baraita, which requires a derivation to 
indicate that coal is considered fire with regard to leprosy, can be 
answered by changing the text of the baraita. Combine and teach 
the first two types of burns together. From the phrase “a burn from 
fire,” I have derived nothing other than a case in which one was 
burned by a fire or by a coal. With regard to one who is burned 
by hot ash, by burning lime, or by burning plaster, or by anything 
else that is burning and whose source of heat comes from fire, to 
include water heated by fire, from where is it derived that these 
cases are also considered a burn from fire? The verse states: A burn, 
a burn, twice. By repeating the term, it includes all these types of 
burns. 


Rava raised a contradiction: Did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi actually 
say that coals are called fire? And we raise a contradiction based 

on the verse: “And he shall take a pan full of burning coals from 

upon the altar before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:12). From the verse’s 

use of the word coals, I might have thought that one may bring 

smoldering coals, meaning that the fire is almost extinguished and 

is not noticeable from the outside. Therefore, the verse states: Fire. 
If it had stated only fire, I might have thought it was referring to a 

flame. Therefore, the verse states: Coals. How are these two re- 
quirements reconciled? One brings from the coals that are flicker- 
ing, meaning that the fire is visible. Apparently, plain coals are not 

called fire. 


Say in answer to this question: Isn’t this baraita itself difficult? You 
said: From the verse’s use of the word coals, I might have thought 
the verse is referring to coals that are smoldering. Apparently, it is 
clear that flickering coals are considered fire. Say the latter clause 
of that same baraita as follows: If it had stated only fire, I might 
have thought it was referring to a flame. Therefore, the verse states: 
Coals. Apparently, even flickering coals are not considered fire, 
and there is an internal contradiction in the baraita. 


And Rav Sheshet said, in order to resolve this contradiction: This 
is what the baraita is teaching: From the verse’s use of the word 
coals, I might have thought he can take whatever he wants, wheth- 
er smoldering or flickering. Therefore, the Torah states: Fire. 
If it had stated only fire, I might have thought it was referring to a 
flame. Therefore, the verse states: Coals. How is this to be under- 
stood? He brings from the flickering coals. In any event, it is 
derived from here that coals, even if they are flickering, are not 
called fire. This poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, according to which coals are considered fire. 


Abaye said that the answer is as follows: Based on the word coals, 
I might have thought they must be smoldering and not flickering. 
Therefore, the verse states: Fire. If it had stated only fire, I might 
have thought that if one wanted a flame he may bring it, and if 
he wanted a coal he may bring it. Therefore, the Torah states: 
Coals. How is this to be understood? He brings from the flicker- 
ing coals. According to this, it is clear that coals are considered fire, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
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Rabba said: In this last explanation, it was stated that one might 
have thought that if he wanted a coal he may bring it, and if he 
wanted a flame he may bring it. Under what circumstances can a 
flame without a coal" be found? The Gemara answers: In a case 
where one smears a utensil with oil and lights it on fire. However, 
for a case like this, why do I need a verse to exclude it and indicate 
that one may not bring such a flame? Now, in front of a king of flesh 
and blood one does not do this, as it is considered disgraceful to 
bring such a flame before a king; in front of the King of kings, the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, is it not all the more so a disgrace? 
Therefore, the verse would not need to exclude this type of flame. 


Rather, Rava said that one should answer as follows: Based on the 
word coals, I might have thought they must be smoldering and 
not flickering; therefore, the verse states: Fire. If it had said only 
fire, I might have thought one should bring half coal and half fire," 
meaning that when one takes the coals from the altar they should 
be burning strongly and their flame should be visible, and by the 
time he enters the inside of the Holy of Holies the fire will die down 
and it will be all coal. Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall 


take a coal-pan full of burning coals from upon the altar” 


(Leviticus 16:12), which indicates that from the time of their taking 
they should be coals and not flames. 


Since the discussion until now has focused on smoldering coals, the 
Gemara mentions that a dilemma was raised before the Sages in 
the study hall about whether the word smoldering should be ren- 
dered omemot with an alef or omemot with an ayin. Rabbi Yitzhak 
said: It should be rendered with an ayin, as it is stated: “The cedars 
in the garden of God could not hide it [amamuhu]” (Ezekiel 31:8), 
as the word amamuhu in the verse is spelled with an ayin. 

If the Paschal lamb touched the earthen- 


MI S H N ware" surface of an oven," one must peel off 


its place on the Paschal lamb, as it was roasted by the heat of 
the oven and not by the fire itself. If some of the gravy of the Paschal 
lamb dripped" on the earthenware and then returned to it, i.e., the 
gravy splattered back onto the meat, one must remove its place." 
Peeling off the outer layer is not enough, and one must 
remove some of the meat underneath the outer layer, because it is 
considered to have been cooked by the liquid rather than roasted 
by the fire. If some of the Paschal lamb’s gravy dripped onto hot 
flour," one must remove a handful of flour from its place, i.e., the 
place where the gravy landed in the flour, and destroy it. 


NOTES 


A flame without a coal - noma xha naw: The topic of a 
flame without a coal is also discussed in the context of the 
halakhot of Shabbat. There, the Gemara states that this term 
refers to a flame fueled by oil smeared on a utensil. However, 
the discussion there focuses on the possibility that such a flame 
could exist. In this context, use of the flame in the Temple 
service is discussed. 


Half coal and half fire - naw ayn mbm TST: Similar reso- 
utions are found in other areas as well. When there appear to 
be two contradictory verses, at times it is decided to practically 
ulfill both by acting partially in accordance with one verse and 
partially in accordance with the other. The solution resembles 
he ruling that one divide one's time on Festivals, half of it for 
God, i.e., for prayer and Torah study, and half of it for oneself, i.e., 
or festive meals and enjoying the Festival. 


Touched the earthenware — ipa yaa: It is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that there is a difference between a case in 


which a Paschal lamb itself touches the earthenware oven and 
a case in which part of a Paschal lamb absorbs gravy that had 
touched the oven. 

When the flesh of the offering touches the oven, it is con- 
sidered inherently disqualified. However, when gravy splatters 
back onto part of the meat, the disqualification is of a lower 
status. Therefore, the section of the offering that was splattered 
is burned only after it has undergone what is described as a 
decay of form, meaning that it is left over beyond the period 
of time in which it may be eaten. 


If it touched its gravy, one must remove its place — yaa 
jnipa nx Siw» japina: The Gemara states elsewhere that if 
fat from forbidden meat is absorbed entirely into a piece of 
permitted meat, it renders the permitted meat completely 
forbidden. However, this does not apply to gravy, which is 
composed of liquid and fat and is not absorbed as easily as 
hot fat (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
Touched the earthenware surface of an oven — {Dima y32 
mandy: Ifa Paschal lamb touches the earthenware surface of 
an oven, one must peel off the place of contact and it may not 
be eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:11). 


If some of the gravy dripped — iain bx: If gravy drips 
from the Paschal lamb onto an earthenware oven and splat- 
ters back onto the offering, that part of the offering must be 
removed and may not be eaten (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:12). 


Dripped onto flour — nion by javim vI: If gravy drips 
from the Paschal lamb onto hot flour (Lehem Mishne), one 
must take a handful of the flour from that place and throw 
it away (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:13). 
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BACKGROUND 


Teruma - marin: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to the teruma gedola, which is given to the 

priest. The Torah commands that teruma be separated from grain, 
wine, and oil, and the Sages extended the scope of this command- 
ment to include all produce. This commandment applies only in 

Eretz Yisrael. The Torah does not specify the amount of teruma 

hat must be set aside; one may theoretically fulfill his obligation 

by giving even a single kernel of grain from an entire crop. The 

Sages established the following measures: One-fortieth of the 

produce for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, and 

one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. 

One should not set aside other tithes until he has set aside 
teruma. Teruma is considered sanctified and may be eaten only by 
a priest and his household while they are in a state of ritual purity 
(see Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize that teruma may be eaten 
only in a state of purity, the Sages obligated the priests to wash 
heir hands before partaking of it. This is the source for the practice 
of washing the hands before eating bread. A ritually impure priest 
or anon-priest who eats teruma is subject to the penalty of death 
at the hand of Heaven. If teruma contracts ritual impurity, it may no 
onger be eaten and must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the 
property of the priest and he may benefit from its being burned. 
owadays, teruma is not given to the priests because they have no 
definite proof of their priestly lineage. Nevertheless, the obligation 
o separate teruma still remains, but only a small portion of the 
produce is separated. 


The second tithe — 2 wyn: The second tithe was a tenth of the 
produce that remained after teruma had been given to the priests 
and the first tithe had been given to the Levites. The second tithe 
was separated during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of 
he Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was set aside, it was 
brought to Jerusalem to be consumed there by its owner. If the 
journey to Jerusalem was too long, so that it would be difficult to 
carry all the second tithe there, or if the produce became ritually 
impure, it could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If 
he owner redeemed his own produce he had to add one-fifth 
of its value. This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem, 
where it could be spent only to purchase food. Nowadays, second 
ithe may not be eaten, and it is therefore redeemed for less than 
its market value. 
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HALAKHA 


The lower one prevails — 133 ngan: If permitted food falls into 
orbidden food or vice versa, or if meat falls into milk or vice versa, 
he halakha is as follows: If both foods are hot or if cold food 
alls into hot food, all the food is forbidden, unless the amount 
of permitted food is sixty times greater than the amount of the 
orbidden food, or the amount of meat or milk is sixty times greater 
han the amount of the other food type (Shakh). If hot food falls 
into cold food, only the outer layer of the permitted food or the 
meat or milk food item becomes forbidden. The authorities agreed 
o rule in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel and against 
he opinion of Rav because the baraita supports Shmuel’s view 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 91:4, 105:3). 
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In a case where one smears the Paschal lamb with teruma' oil, 
if the Paschal lamb belongs to a group of priests they may eat 
it, as they are permitted to eat teruma. If the Paschal lamb be- 
longs to a group of Israelites, then if it is still raw, one must 
rinse it in order to remove the teruma oil; and if it is roasted, 
one must peel off the outer layer that has absorbed the oil, so 
that the Israelites do not eat the teruma, which is prohibited to 
them. If one smears the Paschal lamb with oil" of the second 
tithe,” he may not demand money for it from the members 
of the group, as one may not redeem second tithe in 
Jerusalem." Second-tithe produce that is in Jerusalem is meant 
to be eaten; it may be given as a gift to others, but may not be 


redeemed or sold. 
GEMARA Based on the mishna, the Gemara in- 
troduces a general discussion concern- 
ing the halakhot of forbidden foods that come into contact with 
other foods. It was stated that the amora’im disagreed with 
regard to these matters, but first the Gemara mentions the 
cases that are clear: If a hot food item falls into another hot 
item, e.g., hot meat falls into boiling milk or hot permitted meat 
falls into hot prohibited soup, all agree 


HALAKHA 


If one smears it with oil — pawa i29: If one smears teruma 
oil on a Paschal lamb belonging to a group of priests, they 
may eat it. When this is done to a Paschal lamb belonging 
to a group of people who are not priests, if the Paschal lamb 
has not yet been roasted, one should rinse it off. If it has 


already been roasted, one should peel off the outer layer of 
the meat. If one smeared it with oil from the second tithe, 
it may be eaten, but the owner of the oil may not demand 
payment from the other members of the group (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:14). 


NOTES 
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NOTES 


One may not redeem second tithe in Jerusalem — p tis px 
poy a Wyn: Rabbi Shimshon of Saens and the Tosefot Therefore, the person who possesses it has the right only to 
Yom Tov explain this ruling of the mishna on the basis of the eat it but not to sell it. 


opinion that the second tithe is considered God's property. 


that the permitted foods become forbidden, because they 
absorb some of the forbidden food. Ifa cold food item falls into 
another cold item, all agree it is permitted; the food needs 
only to be rinsed off. The dispute pertains to a hot food item 
that falls into a cold one or a cold food item that falls into a 
hot one. Rav said: The upper one prevails. The halakha is 
determined based upon the state of the upper substance. If the 
upper food is hot, the case is judged as though a hot food fell 
into another hot food because the upper food heats the lower 
food. If the upper food is cold, the case is similar to a situation 
where a cold food falls into another cold food because the up- 
per food cools down the lower one and prevents absorption. 
And Shmuel said: The lower one prevails." In his opinion, if 
the upper substance is hot and the lower one is cold, the permit- 
ted food remains permitted; if the lower one is hot and upper 
one is cold, they are forbidden. 


The upper one prevails or the lower one prevails — aby 
4 TSA iN 324: To a certain extent this is a dispute based on 
the reality of the situation with regard to whether the upper or 
lower food prevails in affecting the temperature of the other. 
However, there is clearly no absolute answer to this question, 
as each food will always have some effect on the other, as the 
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Gemara will discuss shortly. Therefore, the question must have 
been with regard to the extent to which the halakha takes into 
account the heat of the upper and lower foods. The halakha is 
ruled in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Support for 
his position can be derived from the following fact: Although 


something hot is placed on top of something cold, the heat 
rises and the cold substance below prevails. On the other hand, 
when something cold is placed on top of something hot, it is 
naturally heated by the lower substance. Here, too, the lower 
one prevails. 


heat spreads in a variety of ways, it usually rises. Therefore, when 
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We learned in the mishna: If some of the gravy of the Paschal 

lamb dripped onto the earthenware and returned to it, one 

must remove its place. It might enter your mind to say that this 

is referring to cold earthenware. Granted, according to the opin- 
ion of Rav, who said the upper one prevails, it is due to this 

reason that one must remove its place. According to Rav’s view, 
the gravy goes and heats" the earthenware, and then the earth- 
enware heats the gravy, and when the gravy returns to the Pas- 
chal lamb, the Paschal lamb becomes roasted from the heat of 
the earthenware, and the Merciful One states in the Torah: 
“Roasted in fire” (Exodus 12:8), and not roasted due to some- 
thing else. 


But according to the opinion of Shmuel, who said the lower one 
prevails, since the earthenware is cold, it cools down the gravy. 
In that case, why must he remove its place? The Gemara answers: 
As Rabbi Yirmeya said that Shmuel said in explanation of the 
mishna’s next ruling in the case of gravy that dripped onto flour: 
The mishna is referring to hot flour. Here, too, it is referring to 
hot earthenware. Since the earthenware is already hot, it is a case 
of something hot that fell onto something hot, even according to 
Shmuel. 


We also learned in the mishna that if some of the Paschal lamb’s 
gravy dripped onto flour, one must remove a handful of flour 
from its place. It could enter your mind to say that this is talking 
about cold flour. Granted, according to the opinion of Rav, who 
said the upper one prevails, it is due to this reason that one must 
remove a handful of flour from its place, as the gravy heats the 
flour around it, and the flour then heats the gravy, and the gravy 
is roasted from the heat of the flour, and the Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “Roasted in fire,” and not roasted due to 
something else. 


But according to the opinion of Shmuel, who said the lower one 
prevails, since the flour is cold it cools down the gravy. In that 
case, why do I need to say: One must remove a handful of flour 
from its place? It should be enough for one to remove a small 
amount from its place, and it should not be necessary to take 
anything more. With regard to this Rabbi Yirmeya said that 
Shmuel said: The mishna is referring to hot flour. The gravy is 
therefore roasted from the heat of the flour, and an entire handful 
of flour must be removed. 


We learned in the mishna: In a case where one smears the Paschal 
lamb with teruma oil, if the Paschal lamb belongs to a group of 
priests they may eat it, as they are permitted to eat teruma. If it 
belongs to a group of Israelites, then if the Paschal lamb is still 
raw, one must rinse it in order to remove the teruma oil; and if it 
is roasted, one must peel off the outer layer. Granted, according 
to Rav, who said the lower one prevails, for this reason it is suf- 
ficient to remove only the outer peel, because the upper one is 
cold and therefore the oil is not absorbed deeply into the meat. 


But according to Shmuel, who said: The lower one prevails, 
since the meat, which is on the bottom, is hot, it absorbs the oil. 
In that case, why is it enough for it to be permitted when only 
the outer peel is removed? It should be entirely forbidden. The 
Gemara answers: Smearing is different because it is done with 
only a minute amount. Since one smears only a little bit of oil, 
there is not enough oil to render the entire offering forbidden. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel: If hot permitted food falls into hot forbidden food, it is 
forbidden. And, so too, cold permitted food that one put into 
hot forbidden food is forbidden. If hot food falls into cold food, 
and similarly, if cold food falls into cold food, one must rinse the 
permitted food, and it remains permitted. 


NOTES 


The gravy goes and heats, etc. — ^3) NAVA Abi Sit: 
It seems astonishing that the gravy would be so 
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below with regard to the case of gravy that fell onto 


ear 


henware oven (Berakh Moshe). 


hot 
he 
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HALAKHA 
Salted is like boiling — nna KT Y7 rn: A food 
hat has been salted to the point that it cannot be 
eaten due to its saltiness, e.g., raw meat that was salt- 
ed to allow it to be cooked in a pot, is considered as 
hough it were hot. Therefore, if it comes into contact 
with a different food, the salty food transmits flavor to 
he outer layer of the other food. The Rema rules that 
his is the case even if the food was salted only on one 
side. Some say that a food is considered salted even if 
itis only lightly salted, e.g., meat salted in preparation 
or roasting (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 91:5). 


Marinated is like cooked — bgyan KIT wads: 
permitted and forbidden foods were soaked to- 
gether in cold liquid for a twenty-four-hour period, it 
is considered as though they were cooked together, 
and the permitted food becomes prohibited. If they 
were soaked together for less than twenty-four hours, 
the permitted food can simply be rinsed off and eaten 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 105:1). 


Raw and roasted — yy m: The distinction between 
food that is heavily salted and food that is lightly 
salted applies only to raw meat. However, if hot 
roasted meat falls into a forbidden food that is salted, 
even if the food is only lightly salted and would 
still be eaten despite the salt, the outer layer of the 
meat is forbidden and must be removed. If the meat 
has cracks or has been spiced, it is entirely forbid- 
den. Some authorities assert that this halakha applies 
to roasted meat even if it is cold (Rema, based on 
Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 91:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Kamka - «3193: Apparently from the Middle Persian 
word kamag, a type of gruel. 
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Marinated is like cooked — Swrans KIT Wiz: The ap- 
proach taken by Rashi in general is that in order to be con- 
sidered marinated, food must be soaked in vinegar, as with- 
out vinegar the process of marinating cannot take place. 
However, earlier (Pesahim 44b) the Gemara discusses the 


marinated. 


status of meat that is marinated in milk, which indicates 


that marinating can take place even without vinegar. One 
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NOTES 
explanation that is offered is that milk is unique in that it 
will begin to spoil and become acidic, and then it can act in 
the place of vinegar (Hatam Sofer). In practice, food placed 
in any liquid for a twenty-four-hour period is viewed as 


Raw and roasted - yy +m: Some commentaries explain that in 


The Gemara asks: Is it true that if hot permitted food falls into cold 
forbidden food, one must rinse the permitted food and it remains per- 
mitted? Since it is hot, until the bottom food cools it, it is impossible 
that it will not absorb a little of the forbidden food. Therefore, it should 
at least require the removal of the outer peel; rinsing it should not be 
sufficient. Rather, say the following corrected version: If hot food falls 
into cold food, one must peel off the outer layer; if cold food falls into 
cold food, one must rinse it off and that is sufficient. 


It was taught in another baraita: Hot meat that fell into hot milk, and 
so too, cold meat that fell into hot milk, is prohibited. If hot meat falls 
into cold milk and similarly, if cold meat falls into cold milk, one must 
rinse it off and that is sufficient. The Gemara asks: Is it true that if hot 
meat falls into cold milk, one must rinse it off and that is sufficient? 
Since it is hot, until the bottom food cools it, it is impossible that it 
will not absorb a little of the milk. Therefore, it should at least require 
the removal of the outer peel. Rather, say the following corrected ver- 
sion: If hot meat falls into cold milk, one must peel off the outer layer; 
ifcold meat falls into cold milk, one must rinse it offand that is sufficient. 


The Master said in the baraita quoted above: If cold meat falls into cold 

milk or into a prohibited food, one must rinse it off and that is sufficient. 
Rav Huna said: They taught this halakha only in a case where he did 

not salt either of the food items. However, if he salted one of them it is 

forbidden, as Shmuel said: A salted food item is considered like a 

boiling" food item with regard to its ability to transmit flavor. Addition- 
ally, a food item marinated in vinegar, brine, or the like is considered 

like a cooked" food item, as it absorbs flavor from the liquid in which 

it is marinated or from other foods with which it is marinated. 


Rava said: With regard to that which Shmuel said, that a salted food is 
like a boiling food, we said it only with regard to something salted to 
the point that it is not typically eaten due to its salt. But if the food is 
still eaten due to its salt, i.e., despite its having been salted, then it is not 
considered like something that is boiling, and it does not transmit flavor. 


There was a particular young bird that fell into a jug of kamka,' also 
known as kutah, a food item that contains milk. There was a question 
whether the food is considered a forbidden mixture of meat and milk. 
Rav Hinnana, son of Rava of the city of Pashronya, permitted it. 


Rava said about this: Who is wise enough to permit something as 
complicated as this, if not Rav Hinnana, son of Rava of Pashronya, as 
he is a great man and can recognize the reason for leniency even in a 
case that appears to be prohibited? He could have said to you in explana- 
tion of his lenient ruling: When Shmuel said that a salted food item is 
like a boiling food item, that halakha concerned a food that was salted 
to the point that it is not eaten due to its salt, but this kutah is still 
eaten due to, i.e., despite, its salt. Therefore, the case is comparable to a 
cold food that falls into another cold food, which is permitted after it is 
rinsed. 


The Gemara points out that this applies only if the bird is raw; but if it 
is roasted," it requires the removal of the outer peel. The roasting 
softens the meat, enabling it to absorb flavor more easily. And we said 
that the bird is permitted only when it does not have cracks; but if it 
has cracks, it is forbidden because the milk is absorbed into the cracks. 
And if it has been flavored with spices it is forbidden because the 
spices soften the meat, causing it to be absorbent. 


Rav said: 


this context the term roasted is referring to any meat that was 
already roasted, even if it is no longer hot, because the roasting 
softens the meat (Josafot; Tur, and others). Other authorities 
explain that in this context the term roasted is referring to hot 
meat, while the term raw connotes cold meat, and it does not 
matter whether or not the meat was actually roasted (Meiiri; 
Sefer HaTerumot). 
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Fatty kosher meat that one roasted in an oven together with 
lean non-kosher meat is forbidden, even if the two meats nev- 
er came into contact with one another. What is the reason for 
this halakha? It is that they are flavored from one another. The 
fatty meat emits an aroma that is absorbed in the non-kosher 
meat. The aroma is then transferred back to the kosher meat, 
causing the kosher meat to absorb some aroma from the non- 
kosher meat. 


And Levi said: That aroma does not cause meat to be forbidden. 
Even lean kosher meat that one roasted with fatty non-kosher 
meat is permitted. What is the reason for this halakha? Al- 
though the non-kosher meat emits an aroma that is absorbed 
into the kosher meat, it is merely an aroma, and an aroma is 
nothing" significant." The Gemara relates that Levi took action, 
meaning that he put his opinion into practice, in the house of 
the Exilarch with a kid and something else, i.e., a pig, that had 
been roasted together. Levi did not prohibit the meat of the kid 
due to the aroma of the pig. 


The Gemara raises an objection: One may not roast two Pas- 
chal lambs together" due to the mixing. What, is it not prohib- 
ited due to the mixing of flavors, i.e., due to the aromas that waft 
from one to the other, and it poses a difficulty to the opinion of 
Levi? The Gemara rejects this challenge: No, it is prohibited due 
to the mixing of carcasses. The groups who are roasting their 
Paschal offerings might accidentally switch offerings, in which 
case the offerings will be eaten by people who did not register 
for them. 


The Gemara adds: So too, one can conclude that this explanation 
is reasonable from the fact that it is taught in the latter clause 
that the ruling applies even if the two offerings are a kid and a 
lamb. Granted, if you say that the reason is due to the mixing 
of carcasses, this is why it was taught that the halakha applies 
to even a kid and a lamb. The baraita needed to teach that al- 
though they do not look alike, there is still a concern that after 
they have been skinned they will be mixed up. But if you say that 
the reason is due to the mixing of flavors, what is the difference 
between a case in which the two offerings are a kid and a lamb 
and one in which they are a kid and another kid? The case of the 
kid and the lamb mentioned at the end of the baraita would not 
teach anything new. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what do you say? Perforce, it is due 
to the mixing of carcasses that it is prohibited, but a mixing of 
flavors is permitted. Let us say that this will be a refutation of 
the opinion of Rav, who prohibited the mixing of flavors by 
means of an aroma. Rabbi Yirmeya said: With what are we 
dealing here? It is a case where one roasted the offerings in two 
pots. Consequently, they do not absorb flavor from one another. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Could it enter your mind to say 
that they roasted the Paschal offerings in two pots? It is prohib- 
ited to the roast the Paschal offering in a pot. Rather, say that 
they were roasted in a manner similar to two pots, meaning that 
they were distanced from each other and separated by a partition. 
And this is what the baraita is saying: One may not roast two 
Paschal offerings together due to mixing. What is this mixing? 
It is the mixing of flavors. And even roasting them in a manner 
similar to two pots, where there is no mixing of flavors, is also 
prohibited, due to the concern with regard to the mixing of 
carcasses. And this is the halakha even if the animals are a kid 
and a lamb. 


NOTES 


Aroma is something or is nothing - wh ix kT xop xm 
xT xb: The question of whether or not aroma is considered 
halakhica ly significant arises in other areas of halakha. The 
accepted view is that it is considered significant. For instance, 
there is a question as to whether or not one may derive plea- 
sure from the aroma of the incense in the Temple ab initio. This 
would be prohibited if one assumes that aroma is significant. 
However, the question in this context is whether the aroma of a 
forbidden food is sufficiently substantial to prohibit a permitted 
food in which it is absorbed. Indeed, there is a principle that 
when the taste of a food is present, the food itself is considered 
present. However, that principle applies only when a bit of 
actual forbidden food is mixed with permitted food to the point 
that its taste is noticeable. Aroma, on the other hand, is consid- 
ered less substantial than taste that comes from a piece of food. 


HALAKHA 


Aroma of forbidden foods - 1D% mA: It is prohibited to roast 
kosher meat and non-kosher meat together in the same oven, 
even if they are not touching each other. However, if one did 
roast them together, the kosher meat remains permitted, even 
if it was lean and the non-kosher meat was fatty. The halakha 
follows the opinion of Levi rather than Rav. Abaye and Rava 
disputed the same point in tractate Avoda Zara, and there the 
halakha is in accordance with Rava's opinion, which is that of 
Levi. In addition, both the baraita cited in the Gemara here 
and the straightforward understanding of a mishna in tractate 
Terumot support the opinion of Levi. 

In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stated that roasting kosher 
and non-kosher meat together in the same oven is permitted 
ab initio, and many authorities affirmed this ruling (Tur). The 
rationale for those who do not permit this ab initio is that even 
Levi was lenient only after the fact, but he did not allow it ab 
initio (Rashi; Tosafot). In addition, this solves the contradic- 
tions between this and other rulings concerning aroma. Some 
authorities maintain that if the oven is not somewhat open, it 
is prohibited (/ssur VeHeter HaArokh). If one of the two meats 
is spicy or if the forbidden meat is meant to give off aroma, 
it is prohibited (Mordekhai). Some commentaries state that 
if the amount of kosher meat is sixty times greater than the 
amount of non-kosher meat, everyone agrees that it is per- 
mitted (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 108:1, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


Two Paschal lambs together - 1m3 DoDD W: It is prohibited 
to roast two Paschal lambs together in the same oven, lest they 
be mixed up. The prohibition applies even if the two offerings 
are a kid and a lamb, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:14). 
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NOTES 
Barley draws out - niaxiw wyiyw: It seems that this 
expression is meant to be taken literally: Bread made from 
barley absorbs not only the aroma of the wine but a little 
bit of the wine itself (Rif). 
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Rav Mari said: This is like the following dispute between tanna’im: 
In the case of one who removes hot bread from an oven and plac- 
es it on top of a barrel of wine" that is teruma, Rabbi Meir prohib- 
its a non-priest from eating the bread. In his opinion, the bread 
absorbs the aroma of the teruma wine and therefore attains the 
status of teruma. And Rabbi Yehuda permits it. And Rabbi Yosei 
permits bread made of wheat, which is not very absorbent, but 
prohibits bread made of barley, because barley draws out" and 
absorbs the aroma. What, is it not a dispute between tanna’im? 
One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds that an aroma is nothing signifi- 
cant, and one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that an aroma is something 
significant. 


The Gemara says: According to the opinion of Levi, i.e, that aroma 
is insignificant, it certainly is a dispute between tanna’im. Rabbi 
Meir and Rabbi Yosei hold that it is significant, and Levi accepts the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that aroma is insignificant. However, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rav, shall we say it is a dispute between 
tanna’im? 


Rav could have said to you: Everyone agrees that aroma is some- 
thing significant. The dispute is about whether bread absorbs aroma 

in the circumstance under discussion. Was it not stated with regard 

to that mishna that Rabba bar bar Hana said that Reish Lakish 

said: With regard to hot bread and an open barrel," everyone 

agrees that it is prohibited because it certainly draws out the aro- 
ma; and with regard to cold bread and a closed barrel, everyone 

agrees it is permitted? They disagreed only with regard to hot 
bread and a sealed barrel because perhaps the bread nonetheless 

draws out aroma through the cracks. Similarly, they disputed the 

case of cold bread and an open barrel. And this case of two Paschal 
offerings roasted in the same oven is also considered like the case 

of hot bread and an open barrel. 


Rav Kahana, son of Rav Hinnana the Elder, teaches: In the case 
of bread that one baked together with roasting meat" in the oven, 
it is prohibited to eat the bread with kutah, which contains milk, 
because the bread absorbs some of the meat’s aroma. The Gemara 
relates: There was a certain fish that was roasted together with 
meat," Rava of Parzikiyya prohibited it from being eaten with 
kutah, due to the meat flavor absorbed in the fish. Mar bar Rav Ashi 
said: Even to merely eat it with salt is also prohibited because 
meat that is roasted or cooked with fish is bad for odor, meaning it 
causes bad breath, and for something else, i.e., leprosy. Therefore, 
one should avoid eating it due to the danger involved. 


Hot bread...on top of a barrel of wine 


- mapa by..nanne 
1: In the case of hot bread that is placed on top of a barrel of 
teruma wine, wheat bread remains permitted but barley bread 
is forbidden. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 


HALAKHA 
Lakish, which is based on the view of Rabbi Yosei. Apparently, 
this ruling assumes that Reish Lakish stated his halakha even 
in accordance with the opinion of Levi, who admits that the 
aroma of wine is significant (Tosafot; Ramban; see Shakh and 


Rabbi Yosei. In general, the halakha accepts his opinion in his 
disputes with both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir. The Rambam 
did not quote the distinction made by Reish Lakish between an 
open barrel and a closed one, apparently because he ruled in 
accordance with Levi that aroma is insignificant. Therefore, Reish 
Lakish’s distinction is not relevant (Rabbi Yosef Kurkos; see Kesef 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:13). 


Hot bread and an open barrel — Amina mam man na: If hot 
barley bread is placed on top of an open barrel of forbidden 
wine, such as wine poured as a libation in an idolatrous ritual, 
the bread is prohibited. If the bread is cold and the barrel is 
covered, the bread remains permitted. If the bread is hot and 
the barrel is sealed, or if the bread is cold and the barrel is open 
(Shakh), it is prohibited, in accordance with the ruling of Reish 


Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 108:4). 


Bread that one baked with roasting meat - oy AXOXY nS 
wna by: if one bakes bread in the same oven in which meat 
is roasting, it is prohibited to eat the bread with milk. However, 
ifthe oven is big enough to hold twelve isaron measures of food 
and its top is open, it is permitted to do so (Tur, citing Tosafot). 
Similarly, the bread may be eaten with milk if the meat in the 
oven was covered. This basic ruling is in accordance with all the 
opinions in the Gemara, as even Levi agrees that an aroma is 
forbidden ab initio (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 97:3). 


Fish and meat - W134: One may not roast fish and meat 
together in the same oven. One certainly may not cook them 
together, due to concern that it is dangerous, as stated in the 
Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 16:2). 
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ive items," i.e., offerings, b 
1 MISHNA Five items Le (0) seas may 


brought in a state of ritual impurity, 
but they may not be eaten in a state of ritual impurity." They 
are all communal offerings: The omer, which is brought in 
Nisan; the two loaves” brought on Shavuot; the shewbread,“® 
which were arranged each week; the communal peace- 
offerings, which were brought on Shavuot; and the goats sacri- 
ficed on the New Moons, which were sin-offerings eaten by the 
priests. However, the Paschal lamb that is sacrificed in impu- 
rity is eaten even in impurity," as it is brought to begin with 
only for eating, which is the essence of the mitzva. With regard 
to other offerings, the essence of their mitzva is fulfilled when 
they are sacrificed on the altar, and the eating is non-essential. 


G E M ARA The mishna mentions the number five. 

The Gemara asks: To exclude what 
does the mishna emphasize this number? The Gemara answers: 
It is to exclude the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth of 


Nisan," which is a Festival peace-offering brought on the Festi- 
val itself and which may not be sacrificed in a state of ritual im- 


purity. 


It could enter your mind to say: Since it is a communal offer- 
ing, as each individual sacrifices it on the Festival in a public 
setting, and its time is set, as it cannot be brought every day, it 
should override ritual impurity like the other communal of- 
ferings that have a set time. Therefore, the mishna teaches us: 
Since there is redress all seven days of the Festival if the offer- 
ing was not brought on the fifteenth, it does not override Shab- 
bat. And since it does not override Shabbat, it does not over- 
ride ritual impurity. Therefore, this offering may not be brought 
in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Let it also teach that the goats brought as 
sin-offerings on the Festivals override ritual impurity. The Ge- 
mara answers: It did teach that, as the goats are included in the 
category of communal peace-offerings. The Gemara asks: If so, 
it should also not be necessary to teach separately that the 
goats sacrificed on the New Moons are brought in a state of 
ritual impurity, as it already taught the halakha with regard to 
the communal peace- offerings. Say in answer to this question: 


HALAKHA 


Communal offerings in impurity - ngawa NaYT Nap: 
All communal offerings are sacrificed even ina state of ritual 
impurity because they have a set time in which they must be 
sacrificed. Those that are supposed to be eaten may not be 
consumed in a state of ritual impurity. Rather, the appropriate 
parts are sacrificed on the altar and the rest is burned (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:10—11). 


The Paschal lamb...is eaten in impurity - boxa...nes 
ngawa: When the Paschal lamb is sacrificed in a state of 
ritual impurity, it may also be eaten in ritual impurity. In 


Omer — niy: A measure of grain equal to one-tenth of an 
ephah. This term is used to refer to the measure of barley 
offered in the Temple on the sixteenth of Nisan, the day 
following the first day of Passover. Once the omer had been 
offered, grain from the new harvest could be eaten. 


The two loaves - onda m: Two loaves were brought as 
a communal offering on the festival of Shavuot (Leviticus 
23:17). In contrast to most of the other meal-offerings, these 
loaves were leavened. Two lambs, the communal peace- 
offerings, were brought together with these two loaves. 
Both the loaves and the lambs were ceremonially waved. 


BACKGROUND 


that case, it may be consumed only by those who are ritu- 
ally impure due to contact with a corpse or another source 
of impurity. People who are ritually impure due to bodily 
emissions may not eat it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 7:8). 


The Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth of Nisan — 
Wy monn nyan: Festival peace-offerings do not override 

Shabbat or the halakhot of ritual impurity because the time 

of these offerings is not entirely set, as stated in the Gemara 

(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:8). 


Afterward, they were divided among the priests and eaten 
in the Temple courtyard. 


The shewbread - 03571 ond: The Torah (Leviticus 24:5-9) 
describes the offering of the twelve loaves of shewbread 
that were placed on the sacred table in the Sanctuary each 
Shabbat. The bread of the previous week was divided among 
the priests, who ate it. The shewbread was unleavened and 
placed on the table in two arrangements of six loaves each. 
Two bowls of frankincense were placed between them, or on 
top of them according to some opinions. 


NOTES 


Five items — 037 Awan: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is noted that 
here seem to be only four items, since the communal peace- 
offering and the two loaves were actually two parts of the same 
offering. It is explained that since there is a dispute as to whether 
he lambs or the loaves were the main part of the offering, the 
tanna accounted for both opinions and listed them separately. 
However, based on the statement in this Gemara that the com- 
munal peace-offerings are meant to include the goats sacrificed 
on the Festivals as well, it is possible that the goats sacrificed on 
he Festivals are the fifth item. 


Five items may be brought in a state of ritual impurity - "wan 
mgawa pra O37: The offerings listed in the mishna are the 
only communal offerings that are eaten at all. Consequently, it is 
understandable that the Gemara asks why the mishna said there 
are five items in this category. It could have simply stated that this 
halakha applies to communal offerings that are eaten. 


The shewbread - 03573 ond: Tosafot question why the shew- 
bread is considered to be sacrificed, since no part of it is placed 
or burned on the altar. They answer that the shewbread must be 
waved, and this is comparable to being sacrificed. 
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Perek VII 
Daf77 Amuda 


NOTES 


Appointed time is not written with regard to them — 
qin wa INS xb: The Maharsha explains that the 
offerings of the New Moon are different than other 
communal additional offerings. Unlike the Festivals, the 
New Moon itself does not come at a set time. Rather, 
at times the New Moon occurs on the thirtieth day 
counted from the previous month, and at times it oc- 
curs on the thirty-first day. Therefore, the expression 
appointed time is irrelevant with regard to the New 
Moon. 
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It was necessary for the mishna to mention the goats sacrificed on the 

New Moons. It could enter your mind to say that since the term ap- 
pointed time is not written with regard to them," these offerings do 

not override Shabbat or ritual impurity as do other communal offerings 

during their appointed times. Therefore, it teaches us that even the New 
Moon is called an appointed time. 


This is in accordance with what Abaye said in order to defend the tradi- 
tion that the spies returned from Eretz Yisrael and the entire Jewish 
people cried unnecessarily on the Ninth of Av, which resulted in the 

Ninth of Av becoming a day of crying for future generations. The calcu- 
lation of the days does not work out precisely, and therefore Abaye said: 
They filled out Tammuz of that year, meaning that it was a thirty-day 
month, rather than a twenty-nine-day month as it is nowadays. There is 

an allusion to this in a verse, as it is written: “He proclaimed an ap- 
pointed time against me to crush my young men” (Lamentations 1:15), 
meaning that the New Moon was proclaimed in order to harm the Jew- 
ish people in the future. This proves that even the New Moon is called 

an appointed time. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that all of them come from, i.e., are 
derived from, the term appointed time? From where are these matters 
derived? The Gemara answers: It is as the Sages taught based upon 
the verse: “And Moses declared the appointed times of the Lord to 
the children of Israel” (Leviticus 23:44). What is the meaning when 
the verse states this phrase? This phrase is necessary because we had 
learned only that the daily offering and the Paschal lamb override 
Shabbat and ritual impurity, as it is stated with regard to them: In its 
appointed time, from which it is derived that each of them must be 
sacrificed in its appointed time and even on Shabbat, in its appointed 
time and even in ritual impurity. 


With regard to the rest of the communal offerings, from where is it 

derived that they also override Shabbat and ritual impurity? As it is 

stated with regard to additional offerings that are brought on the Festi- 
vals: “These you shall sacrifice to the Lord in your appointed times” 
(Numbers 29:39). 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived to include the omer 
and the lambs that are sacrificed with it, the two loaves sacrificed on 
Shavuot, and the communal peace-offerings that are sacrificed with 
them? The verse states: “And Moses declared the appointed times of 
the Lord to the children of Israel” after it lists Shabbat and the Festivals. 
This indicates that the verse established one time for all of them. All 
of these days are considered appointed times, and their offerings are not 
deferred. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need all these derivations? It should have 
been sufficient to provide one derivation and use that as a model for all 
communal offerings. The Gemara answers: They are all necessary. As, 
if the Merciful One had written this halakha only with regard to the 
daily offering in the Torah, I would have said: The daily offering is 
unique in that it is frequent and it is consumed, as it is entirely con- 
sumed as a burnt-offering, and that is why it overrides Shabbat and rit- 
ual impurity; but the Paschal lamb, which does not have either of these 
characteristics, does not override Shabbat and ritual impurity. Therefore, 
it teaches us that the Paschal lamb also overrides Shabbat and ritual 
impurity. 


And if the Merciful One had written that this halakha applies to the 
Paschal lamb, I would have said that the Paschal lamb, for which one 
is punished with karet if one neglects to sacrifice it, overrides Shabbat 
and ritual impurity; but with regard to the daily offering, for which one 
is not punished with karet for neglecting to sacrifice it, say that it does 
not override Shabbat and ritual impurity. Therefore, it comes to teach 
us that the daily offering also overrides Shabbat and ritual impurity. 
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And if the Merciful One had written this halakha only with 
regard to these two offerings, I would have said that it is only 
with regard to these offerings that the halakha applies, because 
they have a stringent aspect." The daily offering is frequent 
and entirely consumed on the altar, and one who neglects to 
bring the Paschal lamb is punished with karet. But with regard 
to the rest ofthe communal offerings, which do not have these 
stringencies, say that they do not override Shabbat and ritual 
impurity. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “These you 
shall sacrifice to the Lord in your appointed times,” to teach 
that even these override Shabbat and ritual impurity. 


And if the Merciful One had written “These you shall sacri- 
fice to the Lord in your appointed times” and nothing else, 
I would have said that only the other communal offerings 
that come to atone for sins are included, such as sin-offerings 
and burnt-offerings. Burnt-offerings atone for the neglect of 
positive commandments and for the violation of negative com- 
mandments that can be rectified through positive command- 
ments. But the omer and the two loaves, which do not come 
to atone for sin but merely come to permit," as the omer per- 
mits the consumption of the new crop of grain and the 
two loaves permit using the new crop of grain as offerings in 
the Temple, do not override Shabbat and ritual impurity. There- 
fore, it teaches us that even these override Shabbat and ritual 
impurity. 


And if the Merciful One had written: The omer and the two 
loaves, by themselves, I would have said: On the contrary, 
the omer and the two loaves, which are important because 
they come to permit, override Shabbat and ritual impurity, but 
these other communal offerings do not. Therefore, it teaches 
us each of the derivations separately. 


Since the Gemara has discussed communal offerings that are 
brought even in a state of ritual impurity, it addresses the 
basic halakhot relating to this area. The Gemara posits two 
assumptions and then compares the opinion of Rabbi Yeho- 
shua to the mishna. It states as a preface that the Sages origi- 
nally assumed that everyone agrees that ritual impurity is 
overridden in cases involving the public." In other words, the 
prohibition against sacrificing offerings in a state of ritual im- 
purity applies to communal offerings, but it is superseded by 
the obligation to sacrifice the offering. Therefore, the front- 
plate of the High Priest is required to appease God for the 
sacrifice of the offering in a state of ritual impurity. 


There is no tanna that you have heard of who said that ritual 
impurity is entirely permitted in cases involving the public, 
i.e., that with regard to the public there is no significance to 
ritual impurity in the Temple, except for Rabbi Yehuda. As it 
was taught in a baraita: The frontplate of the High Priest, 
whether it is on his forehead or whether it is not on his fore- 
head, appeases God and thereby facilitates the acceptance of 
offerings sacrificed in a state of impurity; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda says: When it is still on his 
forehead it appeases God," but when it is no longer on his 
forehead it does not appease Him, as indicated in the verse: 
“And it shall be on Aaron’s forehead, that Aaron may bear the 
iniquity of the sacred things which the children of Israel shall 
hallow” (Exodus 28:38). 


Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Yehuda: The halakha with regard 
to the High Priest on Yom Kippur" shall prove it, as the front- 
plate is not on his forehead, and it nonetheless appeases God 
if communal offerings are brought in a state of ritual impurity. 
The High Priest spends part of Yom Kippur wearing only the 
four white garments instead of his usual golden vestments, 
which include the frontplate. 


NOTES 

They have a stringent aspect — WN 1% 173 w»: It would seem 
that if it is possible to utilize the refutation: They have a stringent 
aspect, then every derivation that is made on the basis of a com- 
mon denominator between two halakhot should be nullified, 
as there is always a stringent aspect to one halakha that does 
not apply to the other. However, in this case each of these two 
halakhot has a unique stringency that is so significant that it can- 
not serve as a model for other offerings (Josafot). Indeed, Tosafot 
quote Rabbeinu Tam, who cites an additional reason why these 
wo offerings cannot serve as models for other offerings: These 
offerings were sacrificed before the giving of the Torah. 


To atone for sin and to permit — vata 3337: The two sides of 
he discussion here pertain to the relative importance of two dif- 
erent concepts: Atonement and permission. On the one hand, 
here is significance to the extra sanctity inherent in an offering 
hat has the power to atone for sins, such as the goats offered on 
he Festivals, which atone for ritual impurity concerning the Sanc- 
uary and its sacred articles. Peace-offerings, the Paschal lamb, 
firstborn animals, and other offerings do not bring atonement. 
On the other hand, the omer and the two loaves are important 
because they permit items that had previously been forbidden, 
while sin-offerings do not permit anything. Consequently, there 
is reason to think that the omer and the two loaves should be 
considered more important. 


Ritual impurity is overridden in cases involving the public - 
WDA NT TMNT TRAW: If the majority of the people or the ma- 
jority of the priests is ritually impure, the Temple service continues 
to be performed despite the ritual impurity. This lenient provision 
applies only to communal offerings and to the Paschal lamb. 
Individual offerings may not be sacrificed in such circumstances. 


The High Priest on Yom Kippur - 1537 pia bins ia: The proof 
with regard to Yom Kippur is that even if an offering becomes 
ritually impure in the possession of the High Priest, he is not 
required to bring another ritually pure offering in its place (Josafot 
on tractate Yoma). 


HALAKHA 


Ritual impurity is overridden in cases involving the public - 
WDYD KT WMA AAW: The statement that ritual impurity is 
overridden for a public does not mean that it is completely per- 
mitted. Rather, it remains prohibited, but the prohibition is over- 
ridden out of necessity. Therefore, it is only overridden when there 
is no other option, and the frontplate worn on the forehead of 
the High Priest is needed to appease God for the prohibition. 
Additionally, if there is any possible way to perform the necessary 
service in a state of ritual purity, this must be done. The halakha 
was decided in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet rather 
than the opinion of Rav Nahman, because the halakha generally 
follows Rav Sheshet in matters pertaining to prohibitions. Addi- 
tionally, the Gemara here seems to take Rav Sheshet’s approach, 
and there are other amora‘im quoted later who hold this position 
(Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:15). 


When itis still on his forehead it appeases God — inxia by tip 
mya: The frontplate appeases God only when it is on the fore- 
head of the High Priest. The halakha was ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in his dispute with Rabbi Shimon 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:8). 
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Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Set aside Yom Kippur, as ritual impurity 
is wholly permitted in cases involving the public. The frontplate is 
needed only to atone for individual offerings that are brought in a state 
of ritual impurity. This proves by inference that Rabbi Shimon holds 
that ritual impurity is overridden in cases involving the public, but it 
is not wholly permitted. Therefore, the frontplate is needed to appease 
God for the sacrifice of the offering in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Sages also presumed that everyone agrees that the frontplate 
appeases God only for the sacrifice of the offering and the burning of 
the requisite parts on the altar in a state of ritual impurity, but it does 
not appease God for the impurity of the portions of offerings that are 
supposed to be eaten." Therefore, although the offering is valid, it may 
not be eaten. As, the only tanna you have heard say the frontplate 
appeases God for the impurity of the portions of offerings that are 
supposed to be eaten is Rabbi Eliezer, as it was taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Eliezer says: The frontplate appeases God for the impu- 
rity of the portions of offerings that supposed to be eaten. And Rabbi 
Yosei says: The frontplate does not appease God for the impurity of 
portions of offerings that are supposed to be eaten. 


On the basis of these two assumptions, let us say that the mishna is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as it was taught 
in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And you shall sacrifice your 
burnt-offerings, the flesh and the blood, upon the altar of the Lord 
your God, and the blood of your offerings shall be poured out against 
the altar of the Lord your God, and you shall eat the flesh” (Deuteron- 
omy 12:27), that Rabbi Yehoshua says: If there is no blood that is fit 
to be sprinkled on the altar, due to the fact that it became ritually impure 
or was lost, there is no meat, as the meat is also disqualified. Similarly, 
if there is no meat that is fit for use, due to the fact that it became ritu- 
ally impure or was lost, there is no blood" sprinkled on the altar, and 
the offering does not bring atonement. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: Blood brings atonement although there is no 
suitable meat, as it is stated: “And the blood of your offerings shall 
be poured out.” Blood is the aspect of the offering most essential for 
atonement. And how do I uphold the significance of the juxtaposition 
of flesh and blood in the verse: “And you shall sacrifice your burnt- 
offerings, the flesh and the blood”? I hold that it is there to tell you 
that just as the blood is presented upon the altar via sprinkling, so too, 
the meat is presented via throwing." 


You must say, based upon this, that there is a small gap between the 
ramp and the altar.” In order to fulfill the requirement to throw, the 
priest would proceed as follows: Rather than walking to the arrange- 
ment of wood and putting down the meat, he would stand on the ramp 
and throw the meat of the offering over the gap between the ramp and 
the altar, onto the arrangement of wood on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua as 
well, isn’t it written: “And the blood of your offerings shall be poured 
out,” which indicates that the blood is the essential part of the offering? 
He could have said to you that it is written right next to it: “And you 
shall eat the flesh,” which indicates that the meat is also essential and 
must still be suitable for eating. 


HALAKHA 


The frontplate does not appease God for the impurity of the 

portions of offerings that are supposed to be eaten — px 
niyo by mya yx: The frontplate appeases God for several 

types of ritual impurity relating to offerings in the Temple. How- 
ever, it does not appease God with regard to the ritual impurity 
of the portions of offerings that are consumed by the priests. 
Therefore, the priests may not eat any part of an offering that 
is impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7). 


Blood and meat of offerings — niaaypa Wa D7: If all of the 
meat of individuals’ offerings, including the portions burned on 
the altar and those that are eaten, become ritually impure or are 
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lost, the blood may not be sprinkled on the altar. However, even 
if all the fats and meat of communal offerings become ritually 
impure, the blood may be sprinkled on the altar. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as that 
the halakha is generally in accordance with his in opinion in 
his disputes with Rabbi Eliezer. It is also in accordance with the 
Gemara’s statement later on that Rabbi Yehoshua distinguishes 
between individual and communal offerings (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34). 


Meat is presented via throwing - nya Was Just as the 
blood of offerings is sprinkled on the altar, the meat is thrown 


a short distance, from the ramp to the altar. Although this 
was stated by Rabbi Eliezer, it appears that Rabbi Yehoshua 
agrees with this halakha and derives two matters from the 
verse (Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:4). 


There is a small gap between the ramp and the altar - bb 
maya Wad paw» wp: There was a small gap between the ramp 
and the altar over which the sacrificial portions were thrown 
onto the altar. This is the presumption of the Gemara in trac- 
tate Zevahim (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 2:13). 
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The Gemara asks: Why do I need these two parts of the verse? 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, the halakha that both 
the blood and meat are essential is derived twice from the verse. 
The Gemara answers: One part of the verse is referring to a burnt- 
offering and one part is referring to a peace-offering. The Gemara 
notes that both derivations are necessary, as if the Merciful One 
had written the halakha that the meat must be suitable for eating 
only with regard to a burnt-offering, I would have said that it ap- 
plies only to a burnt-offering, which is stringent, as it is totally 
consumed on the altar. However, with regard to a peace-offering, 
which is not stringent, as most ofits meat is eaten by the priests and 
by the one who brought the offering, say that its meat is not essential. 


And if the Merciful One had written this halakha with regard to a 
peace-offering, I would have said: On the contrary, the meat of a 
peace-offering is more important because it has two forms of con- 
sumption. The sacrificial parts are burned on the altar, and the 
owners and priests eat the rest of the meat. But with regard to a 
burnt-offering, which is completely burned on the altar and there- 
fore does not have two forms of consumption, say that its meat is 
not essential. For this reason, it teaches us the halakha in both 
cases. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer as 
well, isn’t it written: “And you shall eat the flesh”? The Gemara 
answers that Rabbi Eliezer could have said to you: That part of 
the verse is necessary to teach that the meat of an offering is not 
permitted to be eaten until the blood is sprinkled.“ 


The Gemara asks: If so, say that the entire verse comes for this 
purpose, and in that case, from where do we derive the halakha 
that one sprinkles the blood even though there is no suitable meat 
because it became ritually impure or was lost? 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Eliezer could have said to you: If 
so, the Merciful One should have written “and you shall eat the 
flesh” and then “and the blood of your offerings shall be poured 
out,” as itis written in the first clause of that verse: “And you shall 
sacrifice your burnt-offerings, the flesh, and the blood,’ listing the 
meat before the blood. What is different that caused the verse to 
precede “and you shall eat the flesh” with the phrase “the blood of 
your offerings”? Learn from it that blood brings atonement al- 
though there is no meat, and learn from it also that the meat is 
not permitted to be eaten until the blood is sprinkled. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yehoshua derive the 

halakha that the meat is not permitted to be eaten until the blood 

is sprinkled? The Gemara answers that according to his opinion, it 

is an a fortiori inference: Just as with regard to sacrificial portions 

brought on the altar, which do not preclude acceptance of the of- 
fering when they are not present, when they are present they do 

preclude the eating of the meat; with regard to blood, which pre- 
cludes acceptance of the offering when it is not present, e.g., when 

it became ritually impure or lost, then when it is present, all the 

more so is it not clear that it precludes the continuation of the 

service and the eating the meat until it is sprinkled? 


From when is the meat of an offering permitted - wama man 
{22 Was: It is prohibited to eat the meat of any offering, in- 
cluding offerings of lesser sanctity, before its blood has been 
sprinkled on the altar. One who does so is punished with lashes 


HALAKHA 
for having violated the prohibition of “You may not eat within 
your gates” (Deuteronomy 12:17), in accordance with the Ge- 
mara in tractate Makkot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 11:4). 


NOTES 
Eating before the blood has been sprinkled — T% 
DIT np pb: Elsewhere, the Gemara derives this pro- 
hibition from other sources, such as the verses: “You may 
not eat within your gates” (Deuteronomy 12:17) or “You 
shall not eat with the blood" (Leviticus 19:26). Apparently, 
the Gemara here does not accept those derivations. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, if 
there is an a fortiori inference, why did the Torah have to write this 
halakha explicitly in a verse? The Gemara answers: A matter that could 
be derived by means of an a fortiori inference, the verse nonetheless 
exerted itself and wrote it explicitly. Even when a halakha can be de- 
rived through an a fortiori inference, the Torah sometimes writes it 
explicitly in order to emphasize the halakha. The Gemara asks: How 
does Rabbi Yehoshua respond to this claim? The Gemara answers: 
Anywhere that there is a possibility to expound the verse and thereby 
derive a new halakha, we expound it rather than explain that the verse 
taught only a halakha that could also have been derived in a different 
manner. 


Now, after these introductions, let us say that the mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua: Since he said that 
we require the two parts of the offering to be valid, i.e., the meat and 
the blood, and since he presumably holds that the frontplate does not 
appease God for the impurity of the portions of offerings that are sup- 
posed to be eaten, and consequently only the blood of these offerings 
is valid, how can they be brought in ritual impurity? 


The Gemara refutes this statement: Even if you say that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, it is not difficult. 
Rather, Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the frontplate appeases God for 
the impurity of that which goes up, i.e., the sacrificial parts that are 
brought onto the altar and burned. These portions may be burned on 
the altar even when they are impure. This is considered a form of con- 
sumption. Since part of meat is therefore suitable for consumption, the 
blood may be sprinkled. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to communal animal 
offerings, from which there are portions that go up onto the altar. But 
what of the omer and the two loaves, of which there are no parts that 
go up onto the altar? These offerings are entirely eaten by the priests 
except for the handful of flour which is scooped out and burned on the 
altar, and which serves the same function for a meal-offering as the 
sprinkling of the blood for an animal offering. What is there to say 
concerning those offerings? Say in answer to this question: When 
Rabbi Yehoshua said that we require the two parts of the offering to 
be valid, he said it with regard to animal offerings; but with regard to 
meal-offerings he did not say it. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Is it true that with regard to meal- 
offerings he did not say that there is a requirement that both 
the handful and the remainder of the meal-offering remain valid? 
Didn’t we learn in a mishna: If the remainder of the meal-offering, i.e., 
everything left after the handful has been separated, became ritually 
impure, or if the remainder was lost," according to the principle of 
Rabbi Eliezer, who says that the blood is fit even if there is no meat, it 
is valid, but according to the principle of Rabbi Yehoshua it is 
disqualified? 


The Gemara responds: It is in accordance with the principle of Rabbi 
Yehoshua but not entirely in accordance with the principle of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, meaning that the statement in the mishna is similar but not 
entirely consistent with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. It is in accor- 
dance with the principle of Rabbi Yehoshua in that we need the two 
parts of the offering to be valid. And it is not in accordance with the 
principle of Rabbi Yehoshua, because whereas Rabbi Yehoshua 
himself said so with regard to animal offerings but with regard to 
meal-offerings he did not say so, this tanna quoted in the mishna 
extended Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion and holds that it applies even to 
meal-offerings. 


Remainders of meal-offerings that became ritually impure or 
were lost — 172% ix INA_IW ninya pw: If one took the hand- 
ful of the meal-offering, and then the remainder became ritu- 
ally impure or was lost or otherwise disqualified, he should not 
burn the handful on the altar ab initio. However, if he did burn 


HALAKHA 


it, it is accepted. The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehoshua as presented in the Josefta in tractate 
Menahot, which states that even Rabbi Yehoshua agrees that it 
is accepted after the fact (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:20). 
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The Gemara asks: And who is this tanna who holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua and is more stringent than 
him?" And furthermore, it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei 
said: I see as correct the statement of Rabbi Eliezer both with re- 
gard to meal-offerings and with regard to animal offerings; and I 
see as correct the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua both with regard 
to animal offerings and with regard to meal-offerings. 


Rabbi Yosei explains: The statement of Rabbi Eliezer is correct with 
regard to animal offerings, as he would say that the blood brings 
atonement although there is no meat. The statement of Rabbi 
Yehoshua’ is correct with regard to animal offerings, as he would 
say that if there is no blood, there is no meat, and if there is no 
meat, there is no blood. The statement of Rabbi Eliezer is correct 
with regard to meal-offerings, as he would say that the handful is 
fit although there is no remainder. The statement of Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua is correct with regard to meal-offerings, as he would say 
that if there is no valid handful, there is no remainder, and if there 
is no remainder, there is no handful. This indicates that Rabbi 
Yehoshua disputes the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer concerning meal- 
offerings, just as he disputes his opinion concerning animal offerings. 


Rather, the previous answer should be rejected and the answer is as 
follows: Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the frontplate appeases God 
both for the impurity of sacrificial limbs that go up onto the altar 
and for the impurity of portions of offerings that are supposed to be 
eaten. The Gemara has now rejected its previous assumption that, 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, the frontplate does not 
appease God for the impurity of the portions of offerings that are 
eaten. Consequently, the mishna, which rules that impure communal 
offerings are valid, is consistent with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: If so, why does the mishna cited 
above say that, in accordance with the principle of Rabbi Yehosh- 
ua, an impure offering is disqualified? The Gemara responds: This 
opinion was stated only with regard to meat that was lost or burned; 
however, if it became ritually impure, the frontplate appeases God, 
and the offerings remain valid. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, according to whom is the mishna teach- 
ing the case of a meal-offering that became impure? According to 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, it is obvious that it the meal-offering 
remains valid: Now that it has been mentioned that in a case where 
it was lost or burned, when they are not present at all, Rabbi Eliezer 
validates the offering, is it necessary to mention that when it be- 
came impure, when it is still in existence, the offering is valid? 
Rather, it is obvious that this case is mentioned in order to teach the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, and it is teaching that according to him 
it is disqualified. 


And furthermore, it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: With regard to all animal offerings in the Torah, whether the 
meat became ritually impure and the fat of the offering, which is 
the part that is burned on the altar, remains valid," or the fat became 
impure and the meat remains valid, one may sprinkle the blood. 
The following inference can be made from this baraita: But if both 
of them became ritually impure, he may not sprinkle the blood. 
Apparently, Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the frontplate does not 
appease God for the impurity of the parts of the offering that go up 
onto the altar or for the impurity of portions of offerings that are 
supposed to be eaten. 


Rather, the previous answers have been rejected and the answer 
is as follows: Actually, the mishna is even in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, and it is not difficult: There, 
Rabbi Yehoshua was referring to the halakha ab initio; here, in the 
mishna, it is referring to the halakha after the fact. When Rabbi 
Yehoshua said that if the meat is disqualified the blood may not be 
brought to the altar, that was only ab initio; after the fact he did not 
disqualify it. 


NOTES 

Who holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua and is more stringent than him - mma xp 
Aya 29V MIA: The reason it would be so surprising to 
find such an opinion is that since this tanna accepts the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, what reason would he have 
to be more stringent? If the source of Rabbi Yehoshua’s 
opinion is the language of the verse alone, there is no 
reason to extend it to meal-offerings as well. In addition, 
if Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is that the verse pertaining to 
animal offerings is meant to teach the halakha pertaining 
to meal-offerings as well, he too would be stringent with 
regard to meal-offerings. 


The statement of Rabbi Eliezer...the statement of 
Rabbi Yehoshua - ywin ay 1471 ay ya7 797: Rabbi 
Yosei’s seemingly contradictory statements, in which he 
accepts both the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and those of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, despite the fact that they disagree, will 
be explained later in the Gemara’s discussion (see 78a). 


HALAKHA 
The meat became ritually impure and the fat remains 
valid — a2 am wa Kav): If the meat of any animal 
offering became ritually impure and the fat remains valid, 
or if the fat became ritually impure and the meat remains 
valid, the blood may be sprinkled on the altar. Even Rabbi 
Yehoshua concedes that it is permitted in this instance 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:34). 
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HALAKHA 
Meat became impure or it was disqualified — ix wa K293 
paw: If sacrificial meat became disqualified or was "taken 
out of its proper area, the blood of that offering should not 
be sprinkled on the altar. However, if it was sprinkled, it is 
accepted, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:31). 


Perek VII 
Daf 78 Amuda 


NOTES 


There he was referring to the offering of an individual, 
here it is referring to an offering involving the public — }x3 
ava [XD PWA: If the source for Rabbi Yehoshua's opinion 
is the verse in the Torah that indicates that without the mea 
the blood cannot be sprinkled, how can he differentiate 
between an individual and the public? The answer is tha 
the wording of the verse does not indicate that the lack o 
meat precludes the sprinkling of the blood. Rather, the verse 
emphasizes that it is a mitzva to sprinkle the blood while 
the meat is still in existence and fit for use, but it does no 
indicate whether the meat is absolutely necessary (Berakh 
Moshe). 

The Gemara’s answer ignores its previous assertion tha 
the word disqualified indicates that Rabbi Yehoshua disquali- 
fies a ritually impure offering even after the fact. Some com- 
mentaries explain that, according to the Gemara’s conclusion, 
the word disqualified was mentioned only with regard to a 
case where the meat is not present at all, such as if it was 
burned or lost. In a case where the meat is present but im- 
pure, Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the offering is disqualified 
only ab initio (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 

An offering of an individual and an offering involving the 
public - nay Pwa: If all of the meat and fat of a personal 
offering becomes ritually impure, the blood should not be 
sprinkled ab initio. However, if it is a communal offering, the 
blood may be sprinkled even ab initio, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34). 
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And from where do you say that Rabbi Yehoshua differentiates 
between ab initio and after the fact? As it was taught in a baraita: 
If the meat became impure or it was disqualified" through con- 
tact with one who has immersed during the day but does not 
become fully pure until nightfall, or if the meat went outside the 
hangings and was thereby disqualified, Rabbi Eliezer says the 
blood may be sprinkled" and it is valid; Rabbi Yehoshua says it 
may not be sprinkled. And Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that if 
one sprinkled the blood, the offering is accepted. 


The Gemara rejects this answer for two reasons. One reason to 

reject it is that the term disqualified indicates that the offering is 

invalid even after the fact" and not only ab initio. And further- 
more, the mishna’s statement that five items may be brought in 

a state of ritual impurity indicates that they may be brought even 

ab initio. 


Sprinkling — AN: This term refers to the presentation of sac- 
rificial blood on the altar. It is one of the four sacrificial rites 
involved in the sacrifice of every animal offering in the Temple. 
The manner in which the blood was presented on the altar 
varied according to the nature of the particular offering. The 
presentation of blood on the altar was the essential element 
necessary for an offering to bring about atonement. Accord- 
ingly, as soon as the blood was presented as required on the 
altar, the person who brought the offering was granted atone- 
ment, even if the later sacrificial rites connected with the offer- 
ing were not completed in the required manner. 


The term disqualified indicates even after the fact - 
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NOTES 
yrwn tay T3: One of the standard inferences in rabbinic 
terminology is based on the grammatical tense in which a ha- 
lakha is expressed: Expressing a halakha in the past tense indi- 
cates that it pertains to situations after the fact, while expressing 
a halakha in the present tense indicates that it concerns cases 
in which an activity is performed ab initio. Similarly, the term 
disqualified indicates that something is disqualified even after 
the fact, and valid indicates that something is valid only after 
the fact. When the Sages intend that the halakha concern the 
performance of an activity ab initio, they do not use these terms. 
Rather, they express the activity in the active sense, such as: He 
takes the handful, or: He does not take the handful. 


Rather, itis not difficult: There, where Rabbi Yehoshua said that 
it is invalid ab initio, he was referring to the offering of an indi- 
vidual. Here, in the mishna, which states that it may be sacrificed 
even ab initio, it is referring to an offering involving the public.™™ 


The Gemara asks: Shall we say that the mishna is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? As it was taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says that the frontplate appeases God for 
the impurity of portions of offerings that are supposed to be eaten. 
Rabbi Yosei says that the frontplate does not appease God for 
the impurity of portions of offerings that are supposed to be eaten; 
it appeases God only for the impurity of the parts of offerings that 
are burned on the altar. 


The Gemara explains the question: It could enter your mind to 
say: From the fact that Rabbi Yosei said that the frontplate does 
not appease God for the impurity of portions of offerings that are 
supposed to be eaten, it can be inferred that he holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who said that we 
require the two parts of the offering, the blood and the meat, to 
be valid. If this were not the case, it would be sufficient for the 
frontplate to appease God for the impurity of the blood, and it 
would not be necessary for the frontplate to appease God for the 
impurity of the portions of offerings that are supposed to be eaten. 
Let us now say that the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara rejects this assertion: No, Rabbi Yosei holds in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that the 
blood of an offering is accepted although there is no meat. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


xT px KOIT xd yor on 
27 “pave y omy by ax 
TOAST YD AED PST OST BS 
mea pen wa pew 9 by as DT 

ae nse mbar by 


pions ayaa myapad KYN 
nie m4 obp Tia "m 
mo wn ay vx my ap 
= pon havea => pany sims 

apy spn 


Y ox mya x sap pian 
a5 3 yap xd) sims ab wa xy 
ayn ron mb pan hr ‘hwo 


DW ATT NT NA Ppa 
- BINT SA WON rTP 13D 
VOIP SDN - 122 MY DT KDN 

PONI KDN - 912 DIT On} 


AP KDK KA DIIT AY KYY 


w awn - ay D KPA 9D) 
px) mya D NT J9 DX MDY 
dagiau 


TUT AMM Di 1111107 NYY 
Dya 


The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to what halakha did Rab- 
bi Yosei say that the frontplate does not appease God for the 
impurity of the portions of offerings that are supposed to be 
eaten? Even ifit does not appease God for the impurity of these 
portions, the offering remains valid. The Gemara rejects the 
question: And according to your reasoning, with regard to 
Rabbi Eliezer" himself, who said that the frontplate appeases 
God for the impurity of the portions that are supposed to be 
eaten, since he said that the blood may be sprinkled although 
there is no meat, with regard to what halakha did he make his 
other statement that the frontplate appeases God for the im- 
purity of the portions of offerings that are supposed to be eat- 
en? Clearly, whether the frontplate appeases God is significant 
for reasons other than ensuring that an offering is accepted. 


Rather, the fact that they disagree about whether the front- 
plate appeases God for the impurity of the portions of offerings 
that are supposed to be eaten determines whether it is possible 
to establish the offering as one disqualified due to improper 
intent [piggul]" and whether it is possible to exclude the of- 
fering from the prohibition of misuse of consecrated 
property." The dispute is to be understood in this light: Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that the frontplate appeases God for the impu- 
rity of the meat that is supposed to be eaten, and it renders 
it like pure meat that is not disqualified. Therefore, although 
the meat may not be eaten, it may be established as piggul. 
Similarly, because it is treated as though it were pure, the sprin- 
kling of the blood of the offering excludes the meat from the 
prohibition of misuse of consecrated property. 


And Rabbi Yosei holds that the frontplate does not appease 
God for the impurity of sacrificial meat that has become impure, 
and it does not render it like pure meat. Therefore, sprinkling 
the blood of the offering does not establish it as piggul 
and does not exclude it from the prohibition of misusing 
consecrated property. 


Rav Mari strongly objects to this conclusion: Even granting 
that Rabbi Yosei holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer that an offering is accepted through the blood 
alone, even ifthe meat has become ritually impure, there is still 
a difficulty. Granted, in the case of animal offerings, which 
have two permitting factors, the blood and the meat, there is 
at least one of them, the blood, for which the frontplate ap- 
peases God and causes the offering to be accepted. With regard 
to the omer, too, there is the handful, for which the frontplate 
appeases God and is thereby validated. With regard to the 
shewbread, too, there are the bowls of frankincense, which 
permit the bread in the same manner that the handful permits 
a meal-offering. 


But with regard to the two loaves, what is there to say? They 
are completely eaten, and nothing is brought on the altar. How 
can they be brought in a state of ritual impurity, as the mishna 
has stated, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? 


And if you say that the two loaves are valid because the front- 
plate appeases God for the impurity of the two lambs that are 
sacrificed with them, this is the same as the communal peace- 
offerings that are mentioned separately in the mishna. If so, 
there are only four offerings listed in the mishna. But we 
learned in the mishna that there are five, because the two loaves 
and the communal peace-offerings are listed separately. 


Rather, the previous suggestion is rejected. Instead, it is sug- 
gested that Rabbi Yosei holds that ritual impurity is permit- 
ted in cases involving the public, even without the frontplate. 
Therefore, the two loaves remain valid. 


NOTESIE 
The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer - why ya) Now: It is taken for 
granted that, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, one 
cannot actually eat these portions in a state of ritual impurity. 
The fact that the frontplate appeases God about these portions 
must therefore make a difference vis-a-vis a different halakha 
(Rashi). 


To establish it as disqualified due to improper intent [piggul] - 
bea yap: Improper intention can render an offering dis- 
qualified, whether it is an animal, a bird, or a meal- -offering. If, 
while engaged in one of the four indispensable rites in the 
sacrifice of an offering, a priest expresses the intention to per- 
form one of the other rites after the appropriate time or to eat 
the sacrifice after the appropriate time, this intention disquali- 
fies the offering due to improper intention. An offering that 
has assumed that status may not be sacrificed, and the person 
bringing it has not fulfilled his obligation. Anyone willfully eating 
from an offering of this kind is liable to receive karet. The Sages 
also decreed that this offering imparts ritual impurity. It is the 
intention of the priest sacrificing the offering, not that of the 
person bringing it, that determines whether or not the offering 
becomes disqualified by improper intention. 

The full severity of the status of piggul applies only if every 
other aspect of the sacrifice was fully valid. Therefore, an offering 
that became ritually impure or was disqualified in any other way 
cannot attain the status of piggul. 


To exclude it from the prohibition of misuse of consecrated 
property — myn ma inxs: Anyone who benefits from 
consecrated property or damages it through its use is guilty of 
misuse of consecrated property. Intentional misuse is punishable 
by death at the hand of Heaven according to some authorities, 
and by flogging according to others. One who commits misuse 
unintentionally, or even under duress, must repay the Temple for 
the loss he caused or the benefit he gained and is fined one-fifth 
of the value of the loss or of the benefit he accrued. He must 
also bring a special offering: A guilt-offering for misuse of con- 
secrated property (see Leviticus 5:15-16). The halakhot of misuse 
apply to all types of consecrated property, whether it is offerings, 
money, or objects donated to the Temple. The prohibition ap- 
plies to deriving benefit from offerings of the most sacred order, 
such as burnt-offerings and sin-offerings, only until they have 
fulfilled their intended purpose. Consequently, after the sprin- 
kling of the blood, the prohibition no longer applies. However, if 
the offering became invalid, its purpose has not been fulfilled by 
the sprinkling of the blood, and the prohibition remains in effect. 
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NOTES §=—WH\W¥—__—__ 
Why do I need sprinkling at all -ə TNI b ma: The 


following challenge may be raised: Perhaps it is neces- 


sary to sprinkle the waters of the purification offering 
on the High Priest before Yom Kippur because of the 
ram that he brings on Yom Kippur, which is a personal 
offering and which would not be permitted in a state 
of ritual impurity. However, it seems that in this case, in 
which the concern is merely that the High Priest may 
have become impure without realizing it, the opinion 
that permits ritual impurity for communal offerings 
would allow the High Priest to sacrifice his personal 
offering even if he had not been sprinkled with the 
waters of the purification. This is partially due to the 
fact that he is most likely pure and partially due to the 
fact that his offering is similar to a communal offering 
in that it is sacrificed even on Shabbat (Josafot). 


| see as correct. 
with regard to meal-offerings — ...oM3t2...2K TKN 
ninaa: Apparently, Rabbi Yosei made two statements 
at two separate times: When he studied the halakhot of 
animal offerings, he stated that the dispute applies to 
meal-offerings as well, and vice versa. It was the tanna 


of the baraita who combined the two statements to- 


gether. There are other instances in which the Sages 
combined two contradictory statements made at two 
different times (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 
Sprinkling on the High Priest - bina ya by mi: The 
High Priest was separated from his home for seven days 
before Yom Kippur. He was sprinkled with the waters of 
the purification offering on the third and seventh days 


only. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yo- 
sei, as the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opin- 


ion in his disputes with Rabbi Meir. In addition, Rabbi 
Hanina agrees with his view in tractate Yoma (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:4). 
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The Gemara asks: But wasn’t the following baraita taught concerning 
the purity of both the High Priest on Yom Kippur and the priest who 
burns the red heifer, each of whom is separated from his house for 
seven days to ensure his purity? The baraita states: In the case of both 
this priest and that priest, one sprinkles on him all seven days of his 
separation from all the purification offerings, i.e., the ashes of the 
red heifers, that are there in the Temple. If he had become impure 
through contact with a corpse, he will be purified through the sprin- 
Kling of the purification offering. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yosei says: One does not sprinkle upon him on any day ex- 
cept for the third and seventh days of his separation. This ensures 
his purification. 


And if it enters your mind that Rabbi Yosei holds that ritual impu- 
rity is permitted in cases involving the public, why do I need sprin- 
kling at all?" The offerings of Yom Kippur are communal offerings 
and may be sacrificed even in a state of ritual impurity. Rather, it 
is clear that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. 


With regard to Rabbi Yosei’s statement quoted earlier, Rav Pappa said 
to Abaye: Rabbi Yosei is like a document that awards something 
to two conflicting parties, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yosei said: I see as correct the statement of Rabbi Eliezer with re- 
gard to animal offerings, and the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua with 
regard to animal offerings, and the statement of Rabbi Eliezer with 
regard to meal-offerings, and the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua 
with regard to meal-offerings." 


The statement of Rabbi Eliezer is correct with regard to animal of- 
ferings, as he would say that the blood brings atonement although 

there is no meat. The statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is correct with 

regard to animal offerings, as he would say that if there is no blood 

there is no meat, and if there is no meat there is no blood. The 

statement of Rabbi Eliezer is correct with regard to meal-offerings, 
as he would say that the handful is fit although there is no remain- 
der. The statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is correct with regard to 

meal-offerings, as he would say that if there is no valid handful 

there is no remainder, and if there is no remainder there is no 

handful. Rabbi Yosei accepted several contradictory statements. 


Abaye said to him: Rabbi Yosei did not intend to issue a halakhic 
ruling in favor of both opinions. Rather, he said what was reasonable. 
How so? When involved in studying the halakhot of animal offerings, 
he said: It is reasonable that just as they disagree with regard to 
animal offerings, they also disagree with regard to meal-offerings. 
When involved in studying the halakhot of meal-offerings, he said: 
It is reasonable that just as they disagree with regard to meal- 
offerings, they also disagree with regard to animal offerings. 


Rav Pappa said to him: It works out well to say that when he was 
involved in animal offerings, he said: It is reasonable that just as 
they disagree with regard to animal offerings, they also disagree 
with regard to meal-offerings, as the essential verses written about 
this topic are written with regard to animal offerings. But it does 
not seem realistic to say that when he was involved in meal-offerings, 
he said: It is reasonable that just as they disagree with regard to 
meal-offerings, they disagree with regard to animal offerings. 
Aren’t the essential verses about this topic written with regard to 
animal offerings? Clearly, meal-offerings would not serve as a model 
for animal-offerings. 


Rather, this answer has been refuted, and Rabbi Yosei’s statement is 
not difficult for a different reason. When he said: I see as correct 
the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, he was referring to cases in which 
part of the offering became impure. When he said that he agreed 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, he was referring to cases in 
which part of the offering was lost or burned. In other words, Rabbi 
Yosei partially accepts the opinions of both Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua. 
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The Gemara asks: In a case in which the offering became im- 
pure, what is the reason that Rabbi Yosei accepts the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer? It is because the frontplate appeases God for 
the impurity. But this is impossible, as you have heard that 
Rabbi Yosei said that the frontplate does not appease God for 
the impurity of the portions of offerings that are supposed to be 
eaten. 


Rather, this answer should be rejected, and Rabbi Yosei’s opin- 
ion is not difficult for the following reason. When he said: I 
see as correct the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, he was referring 
to a case in which of an offering involves the public. When he 
said: I see as correct the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, he was 
referring to the offering of an individual. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to an offering involving the 
public, what is the reason that Rabbi Yosei accepts the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer? It is because ritual impurity is permitted in 
cases involving the public. This explanation can be rejected for 
two reasons. One reason is that you have heard that Rabbi 
Yosei said that ritual impurity is merely overridden in cases 
involving the public; it is not wholly permitted. And further- 
more, if Rabbi Yosei was referring to the offering of the public, 
is it only Rabbi Eliezer who validates the offering, and not 
Rabbi Yehoshua? 


Didn't you say that with regard to an offering involving the 
public, even Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that ritual impurity is 
permitted? 


Rather, Rabbi Yosei’s statement should be understood differ- 
ently. When he said: I see as correct the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer, he was referring to after the fact. When he said: I see 
as correct the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, he meant ab initio. 
The Gemara asks: After the fact Rabbi Yehoshua also concedes, 
as it teaches: Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that if one sprinkled 
the blood, it was accepted and the offering is valid. 


The Gemara responds: This case is with regard to ritual impu- 
rity, and that case is with regard to an offering that was lost or 
burned. The Gemara explains: When it teaches that Rabbi 
Yehoshua concedes that if one sprinkled the blood it is ac- 
cepted, that is with regard to a case in which the meat of the 
offering became impure; but with regard to a case where the 
meat of the offering was lost or burned, he does not agree," even 
after the fact. When Rabbi Yosei said: I see as correct the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer after the fact, that was with regard to 
cases in which the meat was lost or burned, with regard to 
which Rabbi Yehoshua did not concede to Rabbi Eliezer. 


MI S H N A If the meat of the Paschal lamb became 


ritually impure," and the fat remains 
pure and may be burned on the altar, one may not sprinkle the 
blood. On the other hand, if the fat became impure and the 
meat remains pure, one may sprinkle the blood because the 
meat remains fit to be eaten. This is the halakha with regard to 
a Paschal lamb, whose primary purpose is to be eaten by those 
who have registered for it. However, with regard to other of- 
ferings" it is not so. Rather, although the meat has become 
impure and the fat remains pure, one may sprinkle the blood, 
because part of the offering still remains valid. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to lost or burned, he does not agree - TAKA 
x5 anwy: If all of the meat and fat was lost or burned, the 
blood should not be sprinkled. If it is, it is not accepted, even 
after the fact. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua, in accordance with the Gemara in tractate 
Bekhorot (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:31). 


A Paschal lamb that became ritually impure — xaviw nbs: 
If the sacrificial portions of the Paschal lamb become i impure 
and the meat remains pure, the blood is sprinkled and the 
meat is eaten. If the meat becomes impure, even if the fat 
remains pure, the blood may not be sprinkled. If the blood 
is sprinkled, the offering is not accepted even after the fact. 

However, if one did not know that the meat became im- 
pure before the sprinkling, and he unwittingly sprinkled the 
blood, it is accepted. The Rambam ruled in accordance with 
the mishna and in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
in their dispute with Rabbi Natan. Although Rav explained 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, 
since the Rabbis disagreed with him, the halakha accepts their 
opinion. In addition, the Gemara indicates that this explanation 
was forced. Although the Gemara later states that, according 
to the opinion of Rav, the mishna rules in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, the majority of the Rabbis 
dispute Rabbi Yehoshua's opinion (KesefMishne; Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2). 


Impurity of the meat and fat with regard to other offerings — 
onxa abm wa ngaw: If the meat of an offering other than 

the Paschal lamb becomes ritually impure and the fat remains, 

or if the fat becomes ritually impure and the meat remains, 
the blood may be sprinkled ab initio, and it is accepted, in 

accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34). 
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NOTES 
Those who are able to eat are juxtaposed to those 
who registered — pany paix wpa: The Gemara's 
question is based on the straightforward assumption 
that if slaughtering for the sake of people who cannot 
eat the Paschal lamb disqualifies it, the eating itself 
must also be essential, despite the fact that there is a 


tanna who maintains that intent to slaughter the offer- 


ing for those who cannot eat it disqualifies the offering 
while the eating itself is not essential (Tosefot Rid). 


Rav said in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Natan — #92275 Vast 31: It is stated in the Jerusalem 
Talmud that the mishna is certainly not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Natan. It is also stated that 
the source of Rabbi Natan’s opinion is the idea that the 
entire Jewish people can fulfill the obligation of the 
Paschal lamb with a single offering. 


If those withdraw it is fit for these — "n° awan y 
nq: The difference is that if the Paschal lamb is not big 
enough for everyone to eat, it is still possible to view it 
as though it were slaughtered for specific individuals, 
and it was only later clarified who these individuals 
were. In the case of a Paschal lamb that became ritually 
impure, however, there is no meat that is suitable to be 
eaten at all (Tosefot Rid). 


Second Pesah — ‘3% MDS: One who was ritually impure, 
ona distant journey, or failed to bring the Paschal lamb 


at its proper time on the fourteenth of Nisan may com- 


pensate by bringing the offering on the fourteenth of 
lyyar. There is a tannaitic dispute as to whether one 
who was not obligated to bring a Paschal lamb need 
bring a second Pesah on the fourteenth of lyyar. All the 
halakhotthat apply to the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb 
apply on the second Pesah, with one exception: There is 
no prohibition against eating or possessing leaven on 
that day. However, leaven may not be eaten together 
with the Paschal lamb itself even on the second Pesah. 


HALAKHA 


If one group registered and then another group 
registered — 137231 1...33): If one group registered 
for a Paschal lamb, and then another group registered 
for that same offering, the members of the first group, 


for whom there is an olive-bulk of meat for each per- 


son, eat the meat of the offering. The members of the 
second group, who were so numerous that there is not 
an olive-bulk of meat for each person, do not eat. They 
are obligated to bring the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis as opposed to that of Rabbi Natan (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:14). 
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G E M ARA Rav Giddel said that Rav said: If one sprin- 

kled the blood despite the fact that the meat 
was ritually impure, it was nonetheless accepted; one is not obligated 
to observe the second Pesah. The Gemara asks: Don’t we require that 
the Paschal lamb be eaten, which could not occur in this case? The 
Gemara answers: Failure to engage in eating the offering does not 
preclude it from being accepted. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it written: “And if the household be too little 
for a lamb, then he and his neighbor who is close to his house shall 
take one according to the number of the souls; according to every 
man’s eating you shall make your count for the lamb” (Exodus 12:4)? 
This indicates that the Torah requires one to eat the Paschal lamb. The 
Gemara responds: This verse is stated as a mitzva only. It should be 
fulfilled, but it does not preclude acceptance of the offering. 


The Gemara asks: And was it not stated to preclude acceptance of the 
offering if it cannot be eaten? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: “According 
to the number of the souls”; this teaches that the Paschal lamb is 
slaughtered only for those who have registered for it and have 
thereby included themselves in advance in the number of the souls? 
I might have thought that if one slaughtered it for those who have 
not registered for it, he is merely like one who violates a mitzva, but 
the offering is still valid after the fact. Therefore, the verse states: 

“According to every man’s eating you shall make your count”; the 
verse repeated that the Paschal lamb is eaten only by those registered 
in order to underscore that failure to register precludes the offering 
from being valid. 


And those who are able to eat the offering, as opposed to the sick or 
elderly who are unable to eat it, are juxtaposed in the verse to those 
who registered." Therefore, just as a Paschal lamb is disqualified if it 
is slaughtered for those who did not register for it, it is disqualified if 
it cannot be eaten. This poses a difficulty for the opinion of Rav. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, Rav said his statement in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Natan," who said that failure to engage in 
eating the Paschal lamb does not preclude one from fulfilling one’s 
obligation to bring the offering, as the eating is a separate mitzva. 


The Gemara asks: Which statement of Rabbi Natan is this referring 
to? If we say it is this statement of Rabbi Natan, as it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Natan says: From where is it derived that all 
Jews may fulfill their obligation after the fact with one Paschal lamb? 
The verse states: “And the whole assembly of the congregation of 
Israel shall slaughter it in the afternoon” (Exodus 12:6). He asked: 
And does the entire assembly slaughter it? Is it a mitzva for each 
individual to slaughter his own Paschal lamb? Is it not true that only 
one person slaughters for the entire group? Rather, this formulation 
of the verse teaches that all Jews may fulfill their obligation with 
one Paschal lamb. It is considered as though they all slaughtered it 
and fulfilled their obligation, although they cannot all eat an olive- 
bulk of the offering. 


The Gemara responds that this is not comparable to the case at hand: 
Perhaps it is different there, as, if these withdraw from the offering, 
it is fit for those, and if those withdraw it is fit for these." Although 
it is impossible for all Jews to partake of the same offering, the offering 
is fit for each individual, who could eat an olive-bulk of it if enough 
other people would withdraw. 


Rather, it is this statement of Rabbi Natan, as it was taught in a 
baraita: If one group registered for a Paschal lamb and then an- 
other group registered" for it, and there was not enough meat to 
allow each person to eat an olive-bulk, the first ones, who have an 
olive-bulk of the Paschal lamb for each person, eat and are exempt 
from performing the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah;" the latter ones, who do not have an olive-bulk available from 
the Paschal lamb for each person, do not eat and are obligated to 
perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 
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Rabbi Natan says: Both these and those are exempt from per- 
forming the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah, as 
the blood has already been sprinkled. Therefore, they have all 
fulfilled their obligation. This indicates that, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Natan, eating is not essential. 


The Gemara responds that one can still ask: Perhaps it is differ- 
ent there, as, if these members of the first group withdraw, it is 
fit for the members of the second group. The Gemara rejects the 
question: If so, let it teach that the second group is exempt from 
the second Pesah since the members of the first group are fit to 
withdraw. What is the reason for the statement of the baraita that 
the blood has already been sprinkled? Learn from this that the 
matter depends on the blood, but failure to engage in eating the 
Paschal lamb does not preclude one from fulfilling his obligation. 


The Gemara asks: What compelled Rav to establish the mishna 
as teaching that the blood may not be sprinkled on the altar ab 
initio, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan? Let us 
establish the mishna in accordance with the view of the Rabbis 
and say that even after the fact, no, one does not fulfill his obli- 
gation. The Gemara answers: Rav had difficulty with the 
mishna:" Why does it teach that one may not sprinkle the 
blood? It should teach that the offering is disqualified. Rather, 
learn from this use of language that one may not sprinkle the 
blood on the altar ab initio, but after the fact it seems well. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Natan, 
why do I need the phrase “according to every man’s eating,” if 
it does not teach that the eating is essential? The Gemara answers: 
It is necessary, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Natan, to 
teach that we require a person who is fit for eating. Although it 
is possible to fulfill one’s obligation without actually eating the 
Paschal lamb, if one is physically unable to eat some of it, e.g., one 
who is sick or elderly, he does not fulfill his obligation. 


The Gemara raises a discussion based on the views cited above. 
Who is the tanna that taught this baraita? As the Sages taught: 
If one slaughtered it for individuals who are able to eat it and 
sprinkled its blood for individuals who cannot eat it," the 
Paschal lamb itself is valid," and one fulfills his obligation 
with it. In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? Let 
us say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, who 
holds that eating is not essential, and not in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: The baraita can be under- 
stood even if you say it is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. Everyone agrees that improper intent pertaining to 
those who will eat the offering disqualifies the offering only if it 
occurs during the slaughter;" it does not disqualify the offering 
if it occurs during the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna that taught this baraita? As 

the Sages taught: With regard to one who was sick and not able 

to eat meat at the time of the slaughter and was healthy at the 

time of the sprinkling of the blood, or one who was healthy at 

the time of the slaughter and sick at the time of the sprinkling 
of the blood, one may not slaughter or sprinkle blood for him 

until he is healthy from the time of slaughter until the time of 
the sprinkling of the blood." In accordance with whose opinion 

is this? Let us say it is in accordance with the opinion of the 

Rabbis, who hold that eating the Paschal lamb is essential, and 

not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan. The Ge- 
mara rejects this suggestion: The baraita can be understood even 
if you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, 
because even Rabbi Natan holds that we require a person who 

is fit for eating. 


NOTES 


Rav had difficulty with the mishna - x»wP pram 27: 
Although it is clear from the next mishna that if the blood 
is sprinkled it is valid after the fact, the Gemara wanted to 
demonstrate that this can be proven even from this mishna 
(Tosefot Rid). 


The Paschal lamb itself is valid — W3 nyy npa: The is- 
sue under discussion is whether or not one has fulfilled his 
obligation to sacrifice the offering. Everyone agrees that 
there is a positive commandment to eat the Paschal lamb, 
and one who does not eat it certainly does not fulfill this 
mitzva. However, the question is whether one who did not 
eat from the Paschal lamb must sacrifice the Paschal lamb 
on the second Pesah, or whether his offering was accepted 
and he fulfilled his obligation at the time of the sprinkling 
of the blood. 


HALAKHA 
If one slaughtered it for individuals who are able to eat 
it and sprinkled its blood for individuals who cannot eat 
it — Posi xbw int pan vba) awn: If one slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb for people ‘who can eat it and sprinkled its 
blood for the sake of the people who cannot eat it, the offer- 
ing is valid (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:6). 


Intent pertaining to those who will eat the offering dis- 
qualifies the offering only during the slaughter - navm 
apna pair: If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb with the 
intent of sprinkling its blood on behalf of people who can- 
not eat it, the offering is valid. Improper intent during the 
sprinkling of the blood concerning who will eat the offering 
does not disqualify the offering. However, no one fulfills his 
obligation to sacrifice the Paschal lamb with this offering 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:6). 


Sick and healthy - oom ain: If one is too sick to partake 
of the Paschal lamb at the time it is slaughtered or when its 
blood is sprinkled, the offering may not be slaughtered for 
him and its blood may not be sprinkled for him. One must be 
healthy from the time of slaughter until the time of sprinkling 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:7). 
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HALAKHA 
If one slaughtered it in ritual purity and after that the 
owners became ritually impure — J2 1M) nya pnw 
Dwa Ka): If the Paschal lamb is slaughtered i in ritual 


purity, and then most of the public becomes ritually im- 


pure after the slaughter but before the blood is sprinkled, 
the blood should be sprinkled but the meat may not be 
eaten due to rabbinic decree, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:9). 
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—_——— NOTES 
Meat and fat - am Wa: It is stated in the Jerusalem 


Talmud that Rabbi Yehoshua’s proof is from the follow- 


ing verses: “But the firstborn of an ox, or the firstborn of 
a sheep, or the firstborn of a goat, you shall not redeem; 
they are holy: Their blood you shall sprinkle upon the 
altar, and you shall make their fat smoke for an offering 
made by fire, a satisfying aroma to the Lord. And their 
flesh shall be yours; like the breast of the waving and the 
right thigh shall it be yours” (Numbers 1817-18). When 
combined with the verse quoted in the Gemara in this 
context: “And make the fat smoke” (Leviticus 17:6), these 
verses indicate that as long as there is either meat or fat, 
the blood may be sprinkled. 


Half an olive-bulk of meat and half an olive-bulk of 


fat - abn moyn Wa mt yma: Rabbi Yehoshua’ opin- 


ion with regard to offerings other than burnt- offerings is 
based on the verse: “And if any of the flesh of the offering 


of his peace-offerings be at all eaten [heakhol yeakhel]" 


(Leviticus 7:18). From the doubling of the Hebrew verb, he 


derives that the verse addresses two forms of consump- 


tion: The consumption by the people who eat the meat 
of the offering and the consumption on the altar, where 
some of the fats of the offering are burned. Since these 
are different forms of consumption, the meat and fat 
do not combine to equal the minimum amount of the 
offering that must remain (Rashi). 
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The Gemara records a further discussion: Who is the tanna that taught 
this baraita? As the Sages taught: If one slaughtered the Paschal lamb 
in ritual purity, and after that the owners became ritually impure," 
the blood should be sprinkled in purity and the meat should not be 
eaten in impurity. In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 


Rabbi Eliezer said: This halakha is subject to dispute, and it is taught 
in this baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, who 
holds that eating is not essential, and not in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The baraita can be understood 
even if you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 
With what are we dealing here? With a situation in which the major- 
ity of the public is ritually impure, in which case everyone agrees that 
they perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb even in a state of impurity. 


The Gemara asks: If it is in a case involving the public, why is the meat 
not eaten in a state of impurity? When the majority of the public is 
impure, they may sacrifice and even consume the Paschal lamb. The 
Gemara answers that this prohibition is due to a rabbinic decree lest 
the owners become impure after the sprinkling of the blood, and they 
will say: Last year, didn’t we become impure, and nevertheless we ate 
the Paschal lamb? Now too, we will eat. And they will not know that 
last year, when the blood was sprinkled the owners were already 
impure, and therefore the offering could be consumed in a state of 
impurity. Now, the owners were pure when the blood was sprinkled 
and became impure only afterward, and a Paschal lamb sacrificed in a 
state of purity cannot be eaten in a state of impurity, even if everyone is 
impure. 


And if you wish, say that Rav, who said that, according to the mishna, 
if one did sprinkle the blood it is accepted, holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, that eating the Paschal lamb is not 
essential. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua says: With 
regard to all offerings in the Torah, whether the meat became ritu- 
ally impure and the fat remains pure, or the fat became ritually im- 
pure and the meat remains pure, one may sprinkle the blood. 


With regard to the offerings of a nazirite and one who performs the 

ritual of a Paschal lamb, if the fat became impure and the meat re- 
mains pure, one may sprinkle the blood. If the meat became impure 

and the fat remains pure, one may not sprinkle the blood because 

eating the offering is a part of the mitzva itself and the impure meat may 
not be eaten. However, ifhe sprinkled the blood, it was accepted. 


If the owners became ritually impure from a corpse and therefore 
cannot eat the offering, one may not sprinkle the blood; and if one 
sprinkled it, it was not accepted. Although failure to eat the offering 
does not preclude it from being accepted, that rule applies only when 
the owner of the offering is personally fit to eat it. 


It was taught in the mishna: With regard to other offerings it is not so; 
even if the meat has become ritually impure, if the fat remains pure, the 
blood is sprinkled on the altar. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of 
the mishna? 


The Gemara answers: It is Rabbi Yehoshua. As it was taught in a bara- 
ita that Rabbi Yehoshua says: With regard to all the offerings in the 

Torah from which there remains an olive-bulk of meat that is fit to be 

eaten or an olive-bulk of fat" that is fit to be sacrificed on the altar, one 

may sprinkle the blood. If all that remains is half an olive-bulk of meat 

and half an olive-bulk of fat," one may not sprinkle the blood. The fat 
is burned on the altar and the meat is eaten by the priests. Since the 

meat and fat serve different functions, they do not combine to equal the 

minimum amount that must remain in order to sprinkle the blood. 
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And with regard to a burnt-offering, even if all that was left was half 
an olive-bulk of meat and half an olive-bulk of fat, one may sprinkle 
the blood because it is all consumed on the altar." Since both the 
meat and the fat are sacrificed on the altar, they can be combined. And 
with regard to a meal-offering, although all of it remains pure, one 
may not sprinkle the blood of the animal offering that is brought 
together with it. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: What is the mention of a meal- 
offering doing here? The discussion is about sprinkling blood, which 
is not relevant in the case of a meal-offering. Rav Pappa said: The 
meal-offering under discussion is the meal-offering brought with the 
libations that accompany animal offerings. It could enter your mind 
to say: Since it comes due to the offering, it is comparable to the 
offering itself. One might think that even if the offering became 
impure but the meal-offering remained pure, one would be permitted 
to sprinkle the blood of the animal due to the remaining meal-offering. 
Consequently, it teaches us that this is not the case. 


From where do we derive that if only the fat remains, one may sprin- 
kle the blood of the offering? Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of 
Rabbi Yishmael, and there are those who determined that this hala- 
kha was stated in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: As 

the verse states: “And the priest shall sprinkle the blood upon the 

altar of the Lord at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting; and he shall 

make the fat smoke for a satisfying aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 

17:6). This verse indicates that one may sprinkle the blood if the fat 

remains pure although there is no pure meat. 


The Gemara asks: We have found a source for the halakha that one 
may sprinkle the blood if only fat remains; but if all that is left is the 
diaphragm and the two kidneys, which are also sacrificed on the 
altar, from where do we derive that one may sprinkle the blood? 


The Gemara responds: Where did we say that one may sprinkle the 
blood in such a case? The Gemara answers: The fact that one may 
sprinkle the blood in that case is clear from the fact that it is taught 
at the end of the baraita: And with regard to a meal-offering, al- 
though all of it remains pure, one may not sprinkle the blood. It can 
be deduced from this statement that it is a meal-offering for which 
one may not sprinkle the blood, as the meal-offering is not part of 
the animal; but with regard to the diaphragm and the two kidneys, 
it seems well to sprinkle the blood if they remain. That being the case, 
from where do we derive this halakha? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan himself said, this time without 
quoting tanna’im: The verse we quoted above states: For a satisfying 
aroma, which indicates that anything you raise as a satisfying aroma, 
i.e., anything burned on the altar, is enough to sprinkle the blood. 


The Gemara notes: And it is necessary to write fat in that verse and 
it is necessary to write: For a satisfying aroma. As, if the Merciful 
One had written only fat, I would have said that if fat remains, yes, 
the blood may be sprinkled, but if only the diaphragm and two 
kidneys remain, which are not as significant as the fat, no, the blood 
may not be sprinkled. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: For 
a satisfying aroma. And if the Merciful One had written only: 
For a satisfying aroma, I would have said that it includes anything 
that rises as a satisfying aroma, and even a meal-offering is in- 
cluded. Therefore, the Merciful One writes fat, to teach that this 
halakha applies only to sacrificial parts of the animal and not to 
accompanying libations and meal-offerings. 
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ritually impure," or the priests were all im- 
pure and the community was pure, they should perform the ritual 
of the Paschal lamb in ritual impurity. If a minority of the commu- 
nity became impure, even if they are many people, those who are 
pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, and 
those who are impure perform the ritual on the second Pesah. 


HALAKHA 


Because it is all consumed on the altar - aay 519 
ba: With regard to offerings other than burnt- 


offerings, as long as an olive-bulk of meat 


remains 


fit for eating or an olive-bulk of fat remains fit to burn 
on the altar, the blood may be sprinkled. If only half 


an olive-bulk of each remains, the blood ma 


y not be 


sprinkled. However, the blood of a burnt-offering may 
be sprinkled in such a case; because the offering is 


fully consumed on the altar, the meat and 


fat com- 


bine. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


HaMukdashin 1:30). 


If the entire community or most of it became ritu- 


ally impure - ian ix bap apa: If the majori 
community is ritually impure, or the majori 
priests or the sacred vessels are ritually im 
eryone sacrifices the Paschal lamb in a state 


y of the 
y of the 
pure, ev- 
of ritual 


impurity, in accordance with the baraita cited in the 


Gemara. The same applies to communal offer 
have a fixed time. However, if only a minori 


ings that 
y of the 


community is ritually impure, even if this minority is a 


large group of people, they sacrifice their Pasc 
on the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbano 
Korban Pesah 7:1). 
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HALAKHA 

Sacred vessels that became ritually impure — xnav nw 13: 
A Paschal lamb that is sacrificed in state of impurity because the 
sacred vessels are impure may be eaten only by impure people. This 
is the halakha if the knives used to slaughter the offering became 
impure through contact with a corpse. However, if the knives be- 
came impure through contact with a creeping animal, only people 
who are pure may eat the Paschal lamb. The halakha was ruled in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hisda because Rabbi Yitzhak 
agrees with his opinion (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:9). 


NOTES 


Ritual impurity of the body — 9137 maw: Some of the early com- 
mentaries (see Tosafot) explain that the ritually impure person will 
have to enter the Temple in order to slaughter the Paschal lamb, 
and being in the Temple in a state of impurity is punishable by 
karet. Rabbeinu Hananel and the author of the Me'iri explain that 
the Gemara is referring to the prohibition against one who is ritu- 
ally impure eating sacrificial meat, which also renders one liable 
to receive karet. 


Even those who are ritually impure may also perform the ritual 
of the Paschal lamb — "tay m pay yoy: Rava states his opinion 
regardless of the question of whether ritual impurity is overridden 
or permitted with regard to communal offerings. Even according to 
the view that ritual impurity is merely overridden in cases involving 
the public, once the meat is ritually impure, the prohibition against 
an impure person eating the sacrificial meat no longer applies. 
However, there is another Gemara that indicates that according 
to Rava, and perhaps even according to Rav Hisda, ritual impurity 
is permitted, rather than overridden, with regard to communal 
offerings (Sefat Emet). 
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GEMARA The Sages taught: If most or all ofthe 


Jewish people were impure and the 
priests and sacred vessels used in the Temple service were 
pure; or, conversely, if the Jewish people were pure and the 
priests and sacred vessels were impure; and even in a situa- 
tion in which the Jewish people and the priests were pure 
and the sacred vessels were impure, they may perform any 
part of the ritual of the Paschal lamb in ritual impurity. The 
reason for this is that a communal offering, which is sacri- 
ficed even in a state of ritual impurity, is not divided. There- 
fore, since some of the service must be performed in a state 
of ritual impurity, it may all be performed in a state of ritual 
impurity. 


Rav Hisda said: They taught that the service may be done in 
a state of ritual impurity if the sacred vessels are impure" only 
in a case where the knife to be used for slaughtering became 
impure through contact with one who was ritually impure 
due to contact with a corpse, as the Merciful One states: 
‘And whoever shall touch on the open field one slain with a 
sword, or one that died, or the bone of a man, ora grave, shall 
be impure for seven days” (Numbers 19:16). The Sages ex- 
pounded: A sword is like a corpse. Therefore, a sword or 
another metal implement that touches a corpse attains the 
same level of impurity as the corpse itself, which is the ulti- 
mate primary source of ritual impurity. Similarly, a knife that 
touches a person who is a primary source of ritual impurity 
due to contact with a corpse attains that same status. 


Therefore, it renders impure the person who uses it for 
slaughtering. In this case, when the ritual of the Paschal lamb 
is initially performed, it is performed in a state of ritual 
impurity of the body." Generally, one who is impure in this 
way is liable to receive karet if he eats sacrificial meat or enters 
the Temple. 


However, if the knife became ritually impure with the im- 
purity ofa creeping animal, which renders the meat impure 
but does not render the person impure, because something 
rendered impure by a primary source of ritual impurity be- 
comes a secondary source of ritual impurity, which can render 
food impure but not people, those who are pure may per- 
form the ritual of the Paschal lamb, but those who are im- 
pure may not perform the ritual. This is because it is prefer- 
able that one eat the Paschal lamb with impurity of the meat, 
as the nature of its prohibition is that of a regular negative 
commandment, and one should not eat the meat with im- 
purity of the body, which renders one liable to receive karet. 


The Gemara comments on Rav Hisda’s attempt to distinguish 
between different types of impurity and to claim that the 
entire community sacrifices the Paschal lamb in a state of 
ritual impurity only when the people have become impure 
with a severe form of impurity. Apparently, Rav Hisda holds 
that impurity is overridden in cases involving the public. 
The prohibition of sacrificing offerings in a state of impurity 
is not wholly permitted for a community; rather, it is overrid- 
den in cases of great need. Therefore, whenever it is possible 
to minimize the severity of the impurity, in is necessary to do 
so. And, so too, Rabbi Yitzhak said explicitly: Impurity is 
overridden in cases involving the public. 


And Rava said that whenever there is any form of ritual im- 
purity involved in the service, even those who are ritually 
impure may also perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb." 
What is the reason for this? As it is written: “And the flesh 
that touches any impure thing shall not be eaten, it shall be 
burned in fire; and the flesh, every one that is pure may eat 
the flesh” (Leviticus 7:19). 
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Rava derives from this verse that anywhere that we do not apply the 
halakha that “the flesh that touches any impure thing shall not be 
eaten” and the meat may be eaten despite being impure, we also do 
not apply “and the flesh, every one that is pure may eat the flesh.” In 
that case, the meat may be eaten even by one who is impure. Just as the 
first half the verse is not applicable, the second half is also not appli- 
cable. It is only anywhere that we apply the halakha that “the flesh 
that touches any impure thing shall not be eaten” that we also apply 
the second half of the verse: “And the flesh, every one that is pure 
may eat the flesh.” Therefore, when the offering is sacrificed in a state 
of ritual impurity, there is no prohibition for impure people to eat it. 


It was stated that the amora’im disagreed with regard to the mishna’s 
statement that the Paschal lamb may be sacrificed in a state of impu- 
rity if the majority of the public is impure. In a case where the Jewish 
people were divided, and exactly half were pure and half were 
impure," Rav said half and halfis like the majority, and Rav Kahana 
said half and half is not like the majority. 


The Gemara explains the dispute between Rav and Rav Kahana. Rav 
said: Half and halfis like the majority, meaning that each of the two 
groups has the status of the majority of the public. Therefore, those 
who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves 
in a state of ritual purity. And those who are impure perform the rit- 
ual of the Paschal lamb for themselves in a state of ritual impurity. 
They are also considered like the majority of the public, and the sacri- 
fice of the majority of the public is not deferred to the second Pesah. 
And Rav Kahana said: Half and half is not like the majority. There- 
fore, those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 
first Pesah, and those who are impure perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the second Pesah. 


Some say that what was stated above is not the correct conclusion 
based on Rav Kahana’s statement. Rather, Rav Kahana said: Half and 
half is not like the majority. Therefore, those who are pure perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, 


and those who are impure do not perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah or the second. They do not perform the ritu- 
al of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah because they are not the 
majority, and the Paschal lamb may be sacrificed in a state of impurity 
only when the majority of the community is impure. Additionally, 
they may not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah because they are not the minority, and only the sacrifice of a 
minority of the community is deferred to the second Pesah. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned in the 
mishna: If the entire community became ritually impure, or if most 
of it became impure, or if the priests were impure and the commu- 
nity was pure, they should perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in 
impurity. This indicates that it is only when most of the community 
is impure that they perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in impu- 
rity, but if it is half and half, they do not perform the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb on the first Pesah. This poses a difficulty to the opinion 
of Rav. 


Rav could have said to you: When a majority of the community is 
impure, they may all perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in 
impurity." Even those who are still pure are not required to ensure that 
they remain pure in order to sacrifice the Paschal lamb. When it is half 
and half, these who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb 
for themselves in a state of purity and these who are impure perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves in a state of impurity. 


HALAKHA 

Half pure and half impure - Ayn paino ayn 
pxo: If exactly half of the community is ritually pure 
and halfis ritually impure, those who are pure sacrifice 
the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual purity and those 
who are impure sacrifice it in a state of ritual impurity. 
The halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav in his disputes with his student, Rav Kahana 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:2). 


NOTES 


When a majority is impure, they may all perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb in impurity - xa 
mgawa wya stay: The principle that a communal 
offering is not divided applies only when there is a 
majority and a minority. In such a circumstance, the 
minority must conform to the majority. If the minor- 
ity is pure, they are not required, or even permitted 
according to some opinions (see Berakh Moshe), to 
sacrifice the Paschal lamb for themselves in a state of 
ritual purity. However, when the community is divided 
in half and there is no majority, one group is not sub- 
ordinate to the other. 


89 


‘by ATI pI - PEREK VII : 79B 


90 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PEREK VII : 79B By TT PD 


MOD NPT KADA 1) 931] 
PEY pray - bapa bya xB 
WT Ms poly prone wrewd AN 
Kaa bax nwa tay KIT pip 
thm ea ay x5- Kaya 

“posed poiy bom ayyb pwiy 


a177 TOs ITB 317 NWP NI) 
PTY = VIRT DWR NDVI NITS 
mg PUY PRODI IONII NY perty 
PUY PTU- NOD NDI KTW 
PUY prs pray DIN UNIT aN 

WINY xn] 1 NTT Me xb 


ITD ITT sina Kw myn 
MTD 37 NT awh 1 xb 
PROBL SWNT nyg pety orm 
PID MDX ND WI Ms peri 


PIKT PTT KAT XID 37 TD Y 
NY pei prin maa NAD NAD 
OTT NWT NY PIY prea INTI 
RINT PS — DIRT DD NPT 


UYY KID ND NIA DIY KY 


377 PN KAN AT MND KAN 
ITT PIMS KAN 2) IND ITD 
thm cn Ta bbn- cee 

gash pory 


TxA 277 is x Kan 
PENY ns ory pin - 7 pap 
OT Ds poy prays 


am KIT 17 bara) ew kam 
own ng pew prime prea 
TMT my xD poy DE poo 

soem my N 


The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to understand the mish- 
na in this way, as the latter clause teaches: If a minority of the 
community became impure, those who are pure perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah and those who are 
impure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah. This indicates that it is only when the minority has become 
impure that they perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 
second Pesah. But when it is half and half this is not the case; 
rather, these perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves 
in a state of purity and those perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb 
for themselves in a state of impurity on the first Pesah. 


However, if so, it then poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav 
Kahana. The Gemara responds: Rav Kahana could have said to 
you that the latter clause of the mishna should be understood as 
follows: Ifa minority of the community became ritually impure, 
those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 
first Pesah and those who are impure perform the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. This indicates that if it is half 
and half, those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah and those who are impure do not perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first or the second Pesah. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the latter ver- 
sion of Rav Kahana’s statement, according to which this is the 

halakha when exactly half of the community is pure and half is 

impure. But according to that first version, in which Rav Kahana 

said that when half the community is pure and half is impure, those 

who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first 

Pesah and those who are impure perform the ritual of the Paschal 

lamb on the second Pesah, what is there to say? 


Rav Kahana could have said to you that the mishna should be 
understood as follows: The same is true even in a case of half and 
half as well; those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah, and those who are impure perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. And that which 
was taught in the mishna that the sacrifice of a minority of the 
community is deferred to the second Pesah is not meant to indicate 
that half the community cannot observe the second Pesah. Rather, 
since it taught in the first clause of the mishna the case in which 
the majority of the community became ritually impure, it also 
taught in the latter clause the case in which the minority of the 
community became impure, so as to employ a parallel formulation. 


The Gemara points out that it was taught in a baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav, and it was taught in a baraita in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Kahana, in accordance with 
each of the two versions of his opinion. It was taught in the fol- 
lowing baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav: If the Jew- 
ish people were divided, and half were pure and half were impure, 
those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for 
themselves in a state of purity, and those who are impure perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves in a state of impurity 
on the first Pesah. 


It was taught in the following baraita in accordance with the first 
version of the opinion of Rav Kahana: If the Jewish people were 
divided, and half were pure and half were impure, those who are 
pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, and 
those who are impure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on 
the second Pesah. 


And it was taught in the following baraita in accordance with 
the latter version of the opinion of Rav Kahana: If the Jewish 
people were divided, and half were pure and half were impure, 
those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 
first Pesah, and those who are impure do not perform the ritual 
of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah or the second Pesah. 
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The Gemara asks: According to Rav and according to the latter version 
of the opinion of Rav Kahana, with regard to that which was taught in 
the second baraita quoted above, that those who are pure perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah and those who are impure 
perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah, how do they 
reconcile it? The Gemara answers: According to them, the case under 
discussion is one where the Jewish people are divided, and half are pure 
and half are impure. However, the majority of the men are pure, and the 
majority of the women are impure and the women complete the number 
of impure people necessary to reach half of the community. 


And this tanna holds that the participation of women in the first Pesah 
is optional.” Therefore, remove the women from those who are 
impure," and the impure become the minority. And the sacrifice of the 
minority is deferred to the second Pesah according to all opinions. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rav and according to 
the first version of the opinion of Rav Kahana, with regard to that 
which was taught in the third baraita cited above: Those who are pure 
perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah and those who 
are impure do not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first 
Pesah or on the second Pesah, how do they reconcile it according to 
their opinions? 


Rav reconciles the baraita by explaining that it is referring to a case 
where the men of the Jewish people were divided, and half were impure 
and half were pure, and the women, a majority of whom were pure, 
added on to the number of those who were pure" so that the majority 
of the community was pure. And this tanna holds that the participation 
of women in the first Pesah is obligatory, and their participation in the 
second Pesah is optional." 


Therefore, on the first Pesah, those who are impure do not perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb because they are a minority, and a minority 
of the community that is ritually impure may not perform the ritual of 
the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah. And on the second Pesah they do 
not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb because when one removes 
the women from them, those who were impure are half of the com- 
munity, and half the community does not perform the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


And according to the first version of the opinion of Rav Kahana, in 
which he said that half the community also performs the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb on the second Pesah, this is how he would reconcile the 
baraita with his opinion: It is addressing a case where the Jewish people 
were divided, and half were pure and half were impure. However, the 
majority of the men were impure, and it is the women who completed 
the necessary number of the pure so that the division was half and half. 
And this tanna holds that the participation of women on the first Pesah 
is obligatory, and their participation on the second Pesah is optional. 


Therefore, on the first Pesah they may not perform the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb because they are half and half, and according to his opin- 
ion, half of the community may not perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah in a state of impurity. On the second Pesah as 
well, they may not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb because one 
must remove the women from the number of those who are pure, and 
the impure become the majority, and the majority does not perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


The Gemara asks further: And according to Rav Kahana, with regard to 
that which was taught in the first of the three baraitot above: If the Jew- 
ish people were divided, half were pure and half were impure, those 
who were pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves 
on the first Pesah, and those who were impure perform the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb for themselves on the second Pesah, how does he recon- 
cile it? Rav Kahana could have said to you: This matter is subject to a 
dispute between the tanna’im. There is one who said that in a case of 
half and half, each half by itself is considered like the majority, and 
there is one who said that half and half is not like the majority. 


NOTES 


Women and the Paschal lamb - npsa Dw): The 
primary discussion of this issue is in Chapter Eight. In 
general, women are exempt from time-bound posi- 
tive commandments. Nevertheless, they are obligat- 
ed to sacrifice the Paschal lamb. There is a question as 
to whether they are fully obligated and whether their 
obligation is strong enough to obligate them in the 
second Pesah as well. 


Remove the women from those who are impure — 
pxo nwa ba: The principle in this context is clear: 
Since women's participation in the Paschal lamb is op- 
tional, they are not included with those who are ob- 
ligated to sacrifice the offering, and the numbers are 
calculated without including the women. Although 
they may participate in the ritual of the Paschal lamb, 
since they are not obligated to do so, they are not 
included in the count that determines the status of 
the majority of the community. 


HALAKHA 


Half were impure and half were pure and the 

women added on to the number of the pure - 
primed by misty own PYT ayn pry myn: 

If half the men are ritually pure and half of them are 

ritually impure, and by including the women in the 

calculation the majority of the community is ritually 

pure, those who are pure sacrifice the Paschal lamb 

on the first Pesah, and those who are impure do not 
sacrifice the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah or on the 

second Pesah. The halakha is in accordance with the 

baraita as explained by Rav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:3). 


Women on the first and second Pesah - nppa ww) 
19071 Wx: Women are obligated to participate in 
the first Pesah, but their participation in the second 
Pesah is optional (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 5:8). 
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HALAKHA 


Those who were impure outnumbered those who were 
pure — primes by potiy pra: If those who are ritually 
impure outnumber those who are ritually pure even by one 
individual, the entire public sacrifices the Paschal lamb in 
a state of ritual impurity. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna and not the lone tanna who 
disagrees (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:2). 


NOTES 


The individual cannot tip the balance of the entire 
public — WAST ny YD PMT px: The formulation of this 
statement implies that although an individual does not tip 
the balance of the calculation of the public specifically in 
the direction of ritual impurity, one person might tip the bal- 
ance in favor of ritual purity. However, from the continuation 
of the Gemara this is not clear. It is possible that the status 
of the public is never determined based on a majority of a 
single individual. 


Perek VII 
Daf 80 Amuda 


— NOTES —WW———_. 
Tribes and community - ban wv: The opinions men- 
tioned here with regard to the tribes are related to other 
disputes, primarily in tractate Horayot, that concern the defi- 
nition of the Jewish community as a whole and the place of 
individual tribes within the larger community. The question 
is: ls each tribe considered a community in its own right, so 
that whenever the majority of a tribe is of the same status, 
whether it be ritual impurity, unwitting transgression, etc., 
the halakha is the same as when the majority of the entire 
nation is in that condition? Or is each tribe merely a part of 
the community, and as long as it constitutes a minority of 
the nation as a whole, the people involved are considered 
many individuals and nothing more? 


They render impure one of those who was pure with a 
creeping animal — ywa pya IM prawa: The person who 
has been rendered impure due to contact with the creep- 
ing animal does not combine with the rest of the impure 
people because it is permitted to sacrifice the Paschal lamb 
only ina state of impurity contracted from a corpse, but not 
due to other forms of ritual impurity. The purpose of render- 
ing one person impure with a creeping animal is simply to 
decrease the number of people who are ritually pure. 
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The Gemara addresses the matter itself discussed in the baraita 

cited previously. If the Jewish people were divided, half were 

pure and half were impure, those who were pure perform the 

ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves on the first Pesah and 

those who were impure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb 

for themselves on the second Pesah. If those who were impure 

outnumbered those who were pure" even by one person, they 
should perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in ritual impu- 
rity on the first Pesah because a communal offering is not di- 
vided. Therefore, the entire community may sacrifice the Pas- 
chal lamb in a state of impurity. This includes those who were 

pure; they do not need to take care to remain pure in order to 

sacrifice the Paschal lamb. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Matya says: The individual cannot tip the 
balance of the entire public’ toward ritual impurity, as it is 
stated: 


“You may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb in any one of your 
cities” (Deuteronomy 16:5). Rabbi Elazar ben Matya derived 
from the expression “in any one” that one person cannot be the 
determining factor in whether the community sacrifices the 
Paschal lamb in a state of ritual purity or impurity. 


Rabbi Shimon says: Even if one tribe is ritually impure and 
all the rest of the tribes are pure, those tribes who are ritually 
pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves in 
a state of purity, and those members of the tribe that is impure 
perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves in a state 
of ritual impurity. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara answers: He holds 
that one tribe is called a community," and a community may 
sacrifice the Paschal lamb in a state of impurity. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if one tribe is impure and all the rest 
of the tribes are pure, all the tribes may perform the ritual of 
the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity, as a communal 
offering is not divided. The Gemara explains that Rabbi Ye- 
huda holds that one tribe is called a community, and since an 
entire community is impure, it is considered as though half the 
Jewish people were pure and half were impure. And a commu- 
nal offering is not divided. Therefore, all ofthem may perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity. 


It was stated that the amora’im disputed the following issue: If 
the Jewish people were divided, and exactly half were pure and 
half were impure, Rav said: They render impure one of those 
who was pure with a creeping animal.’ The majority of the 
people will then be ritually impure and they may all sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Why do so? Let those who are pure perform 
the ritual of the Paschal lamb on their own in a state of purity 
and those who are impure perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on their own in a state of impurity. Didn’t Rav himself 
say: If half the community is ritually pure and half is ritually 
impure, those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb for themselves and those who are impure perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb for themselves? Say in answer to 
this question: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing 
with a unique circumstance where the ritually impure out- 
numbered the ritually pure by one person. 
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The Gemara challenges this answer: If so, the majority of the com- 
munity is impure. Therefore, let them all perform the ritual of the 

Paschal lamb in a state of impurity. The Gemara answers: Rav 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Matya, 
who said: An individual cannot tip the balance of the commu- 
nity toward ritual impurity. The Gemara asks: If so, our question 

has returned to its place. If this situation is considered half and 

half, let those who are pure perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb 

on their own in a state of purity and those who are impure perform 

the ritual of the Paschal lamb on their own in a state of impurity. 


Rather, this is what Rav said: If there is a tanna who holds in 

accordance with the opinion of the first tanna, who said that in a 

case where half the community is pure and half is impure, they do 

not all perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in a state of impu- 
rity, and also holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda, who said that a communal offering is not divided, there is 

no way to solve the problem other than to render impure one of 
those who were pure with a creeping animal. 


And Ulla said: They do not render one of them impure with a 
creeping animal. Rather, they send one of them who is pure to a 
distant place, so that the majority of the community that is present 
at the Temple will be ritually impure, and they will all sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity. The Gemara suggests: Let 
them render him impure with a creeping animal as Rav said, 
which is easier to implement. 


The Gemara responds: Ulla holds that one may slaughter the 
Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood even for someone who is 
ritually impure from a creeping animal because he can become 
ritually pure by the evening and eat from the Paschal lamb. There- 
fore, rendering someone impure with a creeping animal does not 
disqualify him from participating in the Paschal lamb in a state of 
purity. 


The Gemara suggests: Let them render him impure with a corpse, 
which causes ritual impurity for seven days. The Gemara responds 
that this solution is not implemented because you would defer 
him from his Festival peace-offering. Since he would be impure 
for the entire Festival, he would be unable to sacrifice a Festival 
peace-offering, which is the peace-offering brought by each person 
who visits the Temple on the Festival. He would needlessly be 
prevented from performing a mitzva. 


The Gemara challenges this response: Now, too, by sending one 
pure person to a distant place, you disqualify him from sacrificing 
his Paschal lamb and prevent him from performing a mitzva. The 
Gemara answers: His sacrifice of the Paschal lamb will not neces- 
sarily be totally disqualified. It is possible that he will perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


The Gemara challenges this response: With regard to ritual impu- 
rity from a corpse also, it is possible that he will perform the 
ritual of the Festival peace-offering on the seventh day of Passover, 
which is his eighth day of ritual impurity, since he became impure 
on the eve of Passover. He can become ritually pure by the seventh 
day and still sacrifice a Festival peace-offering. 


The Gemara answers: Ulla holds that all the days of the Festival on 
which one may sacrifice a Festival peace-offering are redress for 
what one was obligated but unable to bring on the first day." There- 
fore, one who is fit to bring the offering on the first day is fit on all 
of them, and whenever one is not fit on the first day, he is not fit 
on all of them. Consequently, one who is impure on the first day 
of the Festival is unable to sacrifice a Festival peace-offering the rest 
of the Festival. 


Rav Nahman said to the students: Go and say to Ulla that his 
solution is not practical. Who will listen to uproot his pegs and 
tent and run to a distant place? 


HALAKHA 


They are all redress for the first day — Paben aap 
IPI {}Wx77: The allowance to bring a Festival peace- 
offering on any of the days of the Festival is redress 
for not having brought it on the first day. Therefore, 
anyone who was unfit to bring the offering on the 
first day, such as someone who was lame or blind 
on the first day and was cured on the second, is ex- 
empt from bringing the Festival peace-offering. This 
matter is disputed by Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Os- 
haya, and the Rambam ruled in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Apparently, the Rambam 
posits that this Rabbi Oshaya was a later amora and 
not the Rabbi Oshaya who was the teacher of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 1:4). 
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HALAKHA 


The majority of them were zavim and the minority of 
them were ritually impure from a corpse — p313 97 
Dena RAY WY: If the majority of the members of the 
community are zavim and a minority are impure from im- 
purity imparted by a corpse, those who are impure from 
impurity imparted by a corpse may not sacrifice the Paschal 
lamb on either the first Pesah or the second Pesah, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:4). 


Redress for a Paschal lamb that is brought in a state of 
ritual impurity - nyawa xan npa povown: If the majority 
of the members of the community are impure with impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse and a minority are zavim, those 
impure from a corpse participate in the first Pesah, and the 
zavim may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah 
or on the second Pesah. The reason for this is that there is 
no redress for a Paschal lamb sacrificed in a state of impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:5). 


NOTES = ———___—_—__- 
Here too it is impossible - w3% x ‘a X37: Shmuel 
agrees that zavim may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb in a 
state of ritual impurity. The reason he disagrees with Rav is 
as follows: Shmuel holds that the Paschal lamb may not be 
brought in a state of impurity by the minority of the com- 
munity only when the majority of the community sacrifices 
the Paschal lamb. However, in this situation, the majority of 
the members of the community are zavim, and they are un- 
able to sacrifice the Paschal lamb under any circumstances. 
Consequently, they are not included in the calculation, and 
the majority of the other members of the community are 
impure from a corpse (Sefat Emet). 


Redress for a Paschal lamb that is brought in ritual im- 
purity - menwa xan noah patbwn: Some commentaries 
explain as follows: If one is aan impure on the first Pesah, 
his sacrifice of the Paschal lamb is deferred to the second 
Pesah, and this deferment applies to all types of ritual im- 
purity. However, only a Paschal lamb that is sacrificed when 
he majority of the community is ritually pure is significant 
enough to defer those who are impure, whereas this is not 
he case with regard to a Paschal lamb sacrificed when the 
majority of the community is impure. Therefore, although 
hose who are impure may not participate in the first Pesah, 
hey also are not deferred to the second Pesah (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 


Ritual impurity is overridden in cases involving the 
public — naya mina agaw: If the majority of the people 
or the majority of the priests is ritually impure, the Temple 
service continues to be performed despite this ritual impu- 
rity. This lenient provision applies only to communal offer- 
ings and to the Paschal lamb. Individual offerings may not 
be sacrificed in such circumstances. 
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It was stated that the amora’im discussed the following matter: 
If the majority of the public were zavim and a minority of them 
were ritually impure from impurity imparted by a corpse," what 
should they do? The halakha is that even if the majority of the 
public has the status of zavim, they may not sacrifice the Paschal 
lamb in a state of impurity. Rav said: Those who are impure 
from impurity imparted by a corpse do not perform the ritual 
of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah or on the second Pesah. 


Rav explains: On the first Pesah they do not perform the ritual 

of the Paschal lamb because they are the minority, and the 

minority may not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 

first Pesah in a state of impurity. On the second Pesah, they also 

do not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb because when- 
ever the community performs the ritual of the Paschal lamb on 

the first Pesah, the individual performs the ritual of the Paschal 

lamb on the second. Conversely, whenever the community 
does not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first 
Pesah, the individual does not perform the ritual of the Paschal 

lamb on the second Pesah. 


Shmuel said to those who informed him of Rav’s ruling: Go 
and say to Rav, whose first name was Abba: What do you do 
with the following verse: “Let the children of Israel offer the 
Paschal lamb in its appointed time” (Numbers 9:2)? Rav said 
to those who transmitted Shmuel’s objection: Go and say to 
him: When they are all zavim, what do you do? Rather, you 
are forced to say that since it is impossible to fulfill the mitzva, 
it is impossible. Here, too, it is impossible." 


It was stated that the amora’im discussed the following matter: 
The majority of the public were ritually impure from impurity 
imparted by a corpse on the first Pesah, so that the Paschal lamb 
is sacrificed in a state of impurity, and a minority of them were 
zavim, whose impurity does not permit them to sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb on the first Pesah. 


In a case where the zavim became pure in time for the second 
Pesah, Rav Huna said: There is no redress for a Paschal lamb 
that is brought in ritual impurity." Since the Paschal lamb was 
sacrificed in a state of impurity on the first Pesah, it cannot be 
sacrificed on the second Pesah that year. And Rav Adda bar 
Ahava said: There is redress for a Paschal lamb that is brought 
in a state of impurity. Therefore, one who was unable to partici- 
pate when the public sacrificed the Paschal lamb in a state of 
impurity may still bring the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that they disagree about the 
following: Rav Huna, the one who said there is no redress for 
a Paschal lamb that is brought in a state of impurity, holds that 
ritual impurity is merely overridden in cases involving the 
public. It is not fully permitted. Therefore, although those who 
are impure are deferred to the second Pesah when the Paschal 
lamb is brought in a state of purity, there is no indication that the 
same is true when it is brought on the first Pesah in a state of 
impurity. 


Conversely, Rav Adda bar Ahava, the one who said there is re- 
dress for a Paschal lamb that is brought in ritual impurity, 
holds that ritual impurity is wholly permitted in cases involving 
the public. Therefore, it is considered as though the Paschal lamb 
were sacrificed on the first Pesah in a state of purity, and those 
who were unable to sacrifice the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah 
sacrifice it on the second Pesah. 


Say: No, it is unnecessary to accept this assumption. It is possible 
that everyone agrees that ritual impurity is overridden in 
cases involving the public,’ and they disagree about this other 
issue: This Master, Rav Huna, who said there is no redress, 
holds: 
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A Paschal lamb offered in a state of purity defers those who are 
unable to bring the offering to the second Pesah, but a Paschal lamb 
brought in a state ofimpurity does not defer those who are unable 
to bring the offering to the second Pesah. And this Master, Rav 
Adda bar Ahava, who said there is redress, holds that even a Paschal 
lamb offered in a state of ritual impurity defers those who are un- 
able to bring the offering to the second Pesah. 


It was stated that the Sages discussed the following matter: If one- 
third of the members of the community were zavim," and one- 
third of them were ritually pure, and one-third of them were 

ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, what is the 
halakha? Rabbi Manni bar Pattish said: Those who were ritually 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse do not perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah or the second Pesah." 


On the first Pesah, they do not perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb because the zavim increased the number of the ritually pure, 
as zavim may not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in a state 
of impurity. Therefore, the ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse are the minority, and a minority may not 
perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity 
on the first Pesah. On the second Pesah, they may not perform the 
ritual of the Paschal lamb for a different reason: The zavim are 
joined with those who were ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse, who did not perform the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah. Consequently, they are the majority, and 
the offering of the majority is not deferred to the second Pesah." 


MI S H N A In a case of a Paschal lamb whose blood was 


sprinkled and subsequently it became 
known that the meat or blood was ritually impure, the frontplate 
of the High Priest appeases God for the ritual impurity after the fact, 
and the owners are exempt from observing the second Pesah. If it 
became known later that the body of the individual who brought 
the Paschal lamb had become ritually impure,” the frontplate 
does not appease God." The individual has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion to bring the Paschal lamb, and therefore he must observe the 
second Pesah. This is because the Sages said that with regard to the 
nazirite" and one who performs the ritual of the Paschal lamb, the 
frontplate appeases God for both impurity of the blood and meat 
of the offering, but the frontplate does not appease God for im- 
purity of the body of the individual bringing the offering. 


The mishna introduces a halakha with regard to ritual impurity of 
the deep, a term that refers to a source of impurity that is unknown 
to anyone and is discovered only after it has rendered someone 
impure. If it became known after the offering was brought that the 
person had become impure due to ritual impurity of the deep,’ 
e.g, if he was informed that there was a concealed grave under the 
place he had sat in a house where he had previously stayed, the 
frontplate appeases God and the offering is valid." 


HALAKHA 


Those who were ritually impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse do not perform the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 
first Pesah or the second Pesah - x5 pwiy Jods DON NID [IX 
wT x) pws Ny: If one-third of the members of the com- 
munity are zavim, one-third are ritually impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse, and one-third are ritually pure, those who 
are ritually pure participate in the first Pesah and those who are 
ritually impure do not participate in the first or second Pesah 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:6). 


If the body of the individual who brought the Paschal lamb 
had become ritually impure — 913 X293: If the owners of a Pas- 


chal lamb became ritually impure after it was slaughtered, the 
blood should not be sprinkled on the altar. Even if the blood is 
sprinkled, the offering is not valid, and the owners are obligated 
to bring another offering during the second Pesah (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2). 


The frontplate appeasing God for impurity of the deep - 149 
oina ngawa yy: If one offered the Paschal lamb with the 
presumption that he was ritually pure and later discovered that 
he was impure due to contact with a grave that was previously 
undiscovered, he is not obligated to observe the second Pesah 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:12). 
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NOTES 


One-third of the members of the community were 
zavim - p3 mow: There is a view cited in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that holds that zavim are included in the 
total number of the ritually impure, and so the majority 
of the community is considered impure. Therefore, the 
Paschal lamb is offered in a state of ritual impurity on the 
first Pesah, and it is only the zavim who are unable to bring 
the Paschal lamb on either the first Pesah or the second 
Pesah. According to another opinion, the zavim are not 
included in the numbers of the ritually pure and impure at 
all; it is as though they are not present. 


The majority and the minority — pay%ai ait: It is not clear 
from the Gemara who is counted in order to determine 
whether the majority of the community is ritually pure or 
impure. It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that only those 
who are trying to enter the Temple courtyard to offer their 
Paschal lamb are counted. If the majority of those people 
are ritually pure and are therefore permitted to enter the 
courtyard, the Paschal lamb is brought in a state of ritual 
purity. If not, it is offered in a state of ritual impurity. 


If the body of the individual who brought the Paschal 
lamb had become ritually impure, the frontplate does 
not appease God — A¥Vd WYT px gaT xay): The verse 
pertaining to the frontplate states: “And it shall be upon 
Aaron's forehead, and Aaron shall bear the iniquity com- 
mitted in the sacred things, which the children of Israel 
shall hallow, even in all their sacred gifts” (Exodus 28:38). 
The formulation of this verse teaches that the frontplate 
atones only for ritual impurity of the sacred things, i.e., 
the offerings themselves, but not for the ritual impurity of 
those consecrating the offerings. 


Because the Sages said that with regard to the nazirite, 
etc. = 131 MIT IRV 19: The Sages formulated this 
halakha specifically with regard to these cases not only 
because the frontplate appeases God for ritual impurity of 
the deep in these situations, as discussed in the end of the 
mishna, but also because the ritual purity of the person 
bringing the offering is of no consequence with regard to 
other offerings. It is only with regard to these offerings, in 
which the consumption of the offering is an integral com- 
ponent, that the ritual purity of the owner of the offering 
is significant (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Ritual impurity of the deep — Diana naw: This is a 
principle that applies to a grave found in a place where 
people had no previous knowledge of its existence. If a 
nazirite passes over a grave of this kind unknowingly and 
becomes aware of its existence only after his nazirite vow 
is completed, he is not considered to have contracted 
ritual impurity. The same principle applies if one bringing 
the Paschal lamb passes over such a grave and becomes 
aware of it only after sacrificing his offering. It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the frontplate worn by 
the High Priest on his forehead atones for this inadvertent 
transgression. 
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HALAKHA 

Its impurity and its sprinkling — inj ingaw: If it was dis- 
covered before the blood was sprinkled that the meat of the 
Paschal lamb had become ritually impure, its blood should not 
be sprinkled on the altar. Even if the blood is sprinkled, it is not 
valid after the fact. However, if the impurity was not discovered 
until after the blood was sprinkled, the offering is accepted, 
because the frontplate appeases God in cases where the blood 
is unwittingly sprinkled while the meat is ritually impure, but 
not in cases where the blood is intentionally sprinkled while 
he meat is impure, in accordance with the opinion of Ravina 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2). 
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G E M ARA" Gemara begins with an inference 


with regard to a Paschal lamb that is 
found to be ritually impure after its blood was sprinkled. The 
reason the frontplate appeases God is that the blood was sprin- 
kled and it subsequently became known that it was ritually 
impure. However, ifit became known that it was ritually impure 
and its blood was subsequently sprinkled, the frontplate does 
not appease God and the offering is disqualified. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction from what was taught in a 
baraita: For what does the frontplate appease God? It ap- 
peases God for the blood and the meat and the fat that became 
impure, whether unwittingly or intentionally, whether by 
circumstances beyond his control or willfully, and whether 
the offering belonged to an individual or the public. This indi- 
cates that the frontplate appeases God even when the blood was 
sprinkled, despite the fact that it was already known that the 
meat or blood was ritually impure. 


Ravina said that the baraita should be understood as follows: 
With regard to its ritual impurity, regardless of whether it 
became impure unwittingly or intentionally, the frontplate 
appeases God for the impurity and the offering is accepted. 
However, with regard to the sprinkling of its blood," if it was 
unwittingly sprinkled while the meat was ritually impure, then 
the offering is accepted, but if it was intentionally sprinkled 
while the meat was impure, it is not accepted. 


Rabbi Sheila said that the baraita should be understood as 
follows: With regard to sprinkling the blood of the impure of- 
fering, whether it was done unwittingly or intentionally, it is 
accepted. However, with regard to the manner in which it con- 
tracted its ritual impurity, if it became impure unwittingly 
the offering is accepted, and if it became impure intentionally 
it is not accepted. 


The Gemara explains: However, that which was taught in the 
baraita that the frontplate appeases God regardless of whether 
the impure offering was brought unwittingly or intentionally, 
this is what it is saying: If the offering became impure unwit- 
tingly and one sprinkled its blood, whether unwittingly or 
intentionally, it is accepted. 


And from that which was taught in this mishna with regard to 
blood that was sprinkled and subsequently it became known 
that the offering was impure, one should not infer that the rea- 
son the frontplate appeases God is specifically that the blood 
was sprinkled and subsequently it became known that the 
offering was impure, but if it became known that the offering 
was impure and subsequently the blood was sprinkled, even 
unwittingly, the frontplate does not appease God. In fact, the 
same is true, i.e., the frontplate appeases God, even if the im- 
pure status of the offering became known and the blood was 
subsequently sprinkled. 


And that which was taught in the mishna with regard to blood 
that was sprinkled and subsequently it became known that it 
was impure, was formulated in that particular way because the 
tanna wanted to teach the latter clause of the mishna, which 
states that if the body of the individual bringing the Paschal 
lamb became impure, the frontplate does not appease God for 
his impurity. In this case, even if the blood was sprinkled and 
subsequently it became known that the body of the individual 
had been impure, the frontplate does not appease God. There- 
fore, he also taught the first clause in a parallel way, as one in 
which the blood was sprinkled and subsequently it became 
known that the offering was impure. However, the halakha 
holds true even if the ritual impurity of the blood or meat of the 
offering was known before the sprinkling of the blood. 
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It was taught in the mishna that if one became ritually impure 
through impurity of the deep, the frontplate appeases God. Rami 
bar Hama raised a dilemma: With regard to the priest who facili- 
tates acceptance of their offerings, i.e., who performs the service 
of the Paschal lamb or the offerings of the nazirite, is ritual impu- 
rity of the deep permitted for him too or not?" Do we say that 
they learned the leniency of impurity of the deep through oral 
tradition only with regard to the owners of the offering, but they 
did not learn through oral tradition that it applies also to a priest? 
Or perhaps they learned through oral tradition that this leniency 
applies to the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb and the offering of a 
nazirite, and therefore it is no different whether the priest was 
impure or whether the owners were impure. 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution to this question, as Rabbi 
Hiyya taught that they stated the rule ofimpurity of the deep only 
with regard to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse." The Gemara 
infers: Ritual impurity imparted by a corpse was specified to ex- 
clude what? Is it not to exclude impurity of the deep ofa creeping 
animal, so that in a case of impurity caused by a creeping animal 
that had not been known, the frontplate does not appease God? 


And with what are we dealing? If we say that we are dealing with 
a case where the owners became impure, to whom does this apply? 
If it applies to a nazirite, is impurity imparted by a creeping animal 
effective in interrupting his term as a nazirite and requiring him to 
bring offerings? The Merciful One states: “And if any man shall 
die very suddenly beside him and contaminate his nazirite head, he 
shall shave his head on the day of his purification; on the seventh 
day shall he shave it” (Numbers 6:9). This indicates that one’s term 
as a nazirite is interrupted only due to ritual impurity imparted by 
a corpse and not due to the impurity imparted by a creeping animal. 


Rather, say that we are dealing with one performing the ritual of 
the Paschal lamb. If so, it works out well according to the one who 

said one may not slaughter the Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood 

for those who are impure from creeping animals, and therefore 

there is reason to discuss impurity of the deep. However, according 
to the one who said that one may slaughter and sprinkle the blood 

of the Paschal lamb for those who are impure from creeping ani- 
mals so that they will be able to eat its meat at night, when they are 

pure, now you have said that known impurity is permitted for him, 
meaning that even when it is clear that one is ritually impure from 
a creeping animal, he is not prevented from participating in the 

Paschal lamb. In that case, with regard to impurity of the deep, is 

it not all the more so true that he is permitted to offer the Paschal 

lamb? 


Rather, is Rabbi Hiyya not referring to a priest who has become 
ritually impure? Learn from here that impurity of the deep is 
permitted for a priest. 


Rav Yosef said: No, this cannot be proven from Rabbi Hiyya’s state- 
ment. Actually, it is possible to say that Rabbi Hiyya was referring 
to a case where the owners became ritually impure with impurity 
of the deep, and they intended to offer the Paschal lamb. And the 
limitation of the leniency to a case of ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse is meant to exclude impurity of the deep imparted by the 
discharge of a zava. The frontplate does not appease God with 
regard to ritual impurity from impure discharges that are unknown. 


The Gemara asks: Does the frontplate not appease God with regard 
to ritual impurity of the deep imparted by the discharge of a zava? 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: A woman who 
keeps watch a day for a day" is a woman who discharges blood for 
one or two days at a time when she does not expect her menstrual 
period. The case under discussion is one where she experienced a 
discharge for one day and they slaughtered a Paschal lamb and 
sprinkled the blood for her 
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NOTES 


Ritual impurity of the deep with regard to a priest - 
ya DWNT ngawa: Several a fortiori inferences are cited 
in the Jerusalem Talmud that indicate that the leniency 
with regard to impurity of the deep applies to a priest as 
well. The category of people who can eat the Paschal lamb 
is more limited than those who can perform the sacrificial 
rites for the Paschal lamb, in that the elderly and sick cannot 
eat it. Therefore, if the leniency with regard to impurity of 
the deep applies to those eating the Paschal lamb, it should 
certainly apply to the priest performing its service. However, 
it should be noted that the view accepted in the Jerusalem 
Talmud is that there is a biblical source for the law of impu- 
rity of the deep, and it is for this reason that it is possible to 
derive its parameters based on logical analysis, such as a 
fortiori inference. The conclusion in the Babylonian Talmud, 
on the other hand, is that the law of ritual impurity of the 
deep comes from an oral tradition transmitted to Moses at 
Sinai. Consequently, the rule that a fortiori inferences are not 
derived from oral traditions is applicable (see Yefe Finayim). 


Is ritual impurity of the deep permitted for him too or 
not — x5 ix oina men ih mama: The question seems 
difficult to understand: Even if the priest is ritually impure 
and renders impure the blood that he sprinkles upon the 
altar, since the impurity is not known with certainty, the 
frontplate should appease God for the possible impurity 
of the blood, and the offering should remain valid. Appar- 
ently, when a ritually impure priest performs the service, he 
invalidates the service itself because he is unfit for priestly 
service at that time. Therefore, it is necessary to discuss 
whether or not the leniency of impurity of the deep applies 
to him (Tosefot Rid). 


A woman who keeps watch a day for a day — oY mai 
Bi? 7323: A woman is considered to be a full-fledged zava 
only if she experiences a discharge of uterine blood on 
three consecutive days at a time when she does not expect 
her menstrual period. The biblical source is the phrase: 
“Many days not in the time of her impurity” (Leviticus 15:25). 
Nevertheless, as soon as she has even one discharge, she 
becomes ritually impure as a minor zava and may not en- 
gage in sexual relations. According to Torah law, she need 
wait until only one day has passed without any discharge 
of blood, keeping watch a day for a day, in order to become 
pure. Even if she immerses in a ritual bath before the clean 
day is complete, if she does not experience a discharge 
for the rest of the day, she is considered retroactively pure 
from the time of her immersion. Today it is customary for 
women to follow all the laws pertaining to a full-fledged 
zava whenever they have even a slight discharge of uter- 
ine blood, and they count seven full clean days without 
discharge before immersing. 


HALAKHA 


Ritual impurity of the deep with regard to a priest - 
ja Dita naw: Ifa priest becomes ritually impure with 
impurity of the deep, even if he discovers this before sprin- 
kling the blood on the altar and sprinkles it anyway, the 
offering is accepted. However, with regard to the Paschal 
lamb, he may sprinkle the blood even ab initio (Kesef 
Mishne), as indicated by the continuation of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:6). 


Impurity of the deep only with regard to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse - 733 nab...oiAAD MNWw: The 
leniency of impurity of the deep applies to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse that has not been discovered. Accord- 
ing to the Ra’avad, this leniency does not apply to impurity 
from bodily discharges. Apparently, the Rambam maintains, 
based on the Gemara in tractate Nazir (Lehem Mishne), that 
the leniency of impurity of the deep applies even to bodily 
discharges (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:18). 
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NOTES 


Azav who has had two sightings of discharge -bya a 
nP mw: A zav becomes ritually impure as a result of 
the secretion of a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. 
Aman who experiences a discharge of that kind on one 
occasion becomes ritually impure for one day, like a man 
who has discharged semen. If he experiences a second 
discharge on the same day or the following day, or if he 
experiences a prolonged initial discharge, he contracts 
the more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts seven 
days. If he experiences a third discharge within the fol- 
lowing twenty-four hours, he is obligated to bring an 
offering as part of his purification process. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Oshaya says, 
etc, — 131 Waits MYWiK D1 KT: This text is difficult be- 
cause it appears to be a baraita that quotes the opinion 
of Rabbi Oshaya, who lived in the transitional generation 
between tanna‘im and amora‘im, and the opinion of 
the amora Rabbi Yohanan. Although there are several 
instances of a baraita citing Rabbi Yohanan, it appears 
that they do not refer to Rabbi Yohanan the amora (see 
Seder HaDorot). There are variant texts from which it ap- 
pears that Rabbi Oshaya was teaching this halakha to his 
students and they commented upon it, in which case 
this is not a baraita. This would also explain the word 
but, which introduces Rabbi Oshaya's statement, since it 
makes it seem that he was commenting on the mishna 
in the tractate Zavim that addresses this topic (see Gilyon 
HaShas; Hagahot Ben Arye). 


HALAKHA 


Render objects designed for lying and sitting impure 
retroactively - voy apin IW pava: A zav or a 
zava who experiences a discharge on the seventh of 
his or her clean days after he or she has immersed is 
considered ritually impure retroactively, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 5:9). 


They are exempt from performing the second Pesah — 
Nw NDS niwy wwa: If a zav or zava immersed on his 

or her seventh clean day, and a Paschal lamb is slaugh- 
tered for either of them, and then he or she experienced 

another bodily discharge, he or she is exempt from the 

second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 

Pesah 6:3). 


It cancels the clean days that preceded it - nx inio 
mW: If a zav experiences a discharge, even after he 
has immersed on the seventh day, it cancels all the clean 
days he has counted. He must begin to count his seven 
clean days from the beginning (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:1). 
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on her second day, after she immersed in a ritual bath. At that point, 
it is unclear whether she will remain clean of discharges for the re- 
mainder of the day, in which case she was pure from the time she 
immersed and may eat the Paschal lamb at night, or whether she will 
experience a discharge of blood during the day, in which case her im- 
mersion is retroactively invalid and she was impure the entire time. 
And after that, she saw blood, thus retroactively clarifying that at the 
time the Paschal lamb was slaughtered she was unfit to participate in 
it. The halakha is that she may not eat from the Paschal lamb due to 
her ritual impurity, but she is exempt from performing the ritual of 
the second Pesah. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason that she is exempt from the 
second Pesah? Is it not because the frontplate appeases God, and 
therefore her first Paschal lamb was valid? Consequently, it is clear that 
the frontplate does appease God for uncertain ritual impurity related 
to the discharge of a zava. Say in refutation of this proof: No, this is 
not the reason. Rather, it is because Rabbi Yosei holds that she ren- 
ders objects impure from now and onward. When a woman who 
keeps watch a day for a day experiences another discharge on the 
second day after she immersed in a ritual bath, she is not retroactively 
considered to have been impure the entire time; rather, she begins a 
new period of impurity from the time of her second discharge. There- 
fore, when the Paschal lamb was slaughtered on her behalf, she was 
ritually pure. 


The Gemara questions this refutation: Wasn’t the following taught in 
a baraita? Rabbi Yosei says: With regard to a zav who has had two 
sightings of discharge" for whom they slaughtered a Paschal lamb 
and sprinkled its blood on his seventh day, after he immersed in a 
ritual bath, and subsequently on that same day he saw an additional 
discharge, which makes him ritually impure for another seven days; 
and similarly, with regard to a woman who keeps watch a day for a 
day for whom they slaughtered a Paschal lamb and sprinkled its 
blood on her second day after she immersed in a ritual bath, and 
subsequently she saw an additional discharge on that same day; these 
zavim render objects designed for lying and sitting impure 
retroactively." Once they experience an additional discharge, any 
object designed for lying or sitting upon which the zav or zava leaned 
between his or her immersion and the new discharge is considered to 
be retroactively impure from the time he or she leaned on it. 


However, they are exempt from performing the ritual of the second 
Pesah.” This is proof that Rabbi Yosei holds that their ritual impurity 
is retroactive. Therefore, at the time the Paschal lamb is slaughtered, 
it is uncertain whether they are ritually pure or impure, because if they 
have another discharge before the end of the day, they are retroac- 
tively considered to have been impure the entire time. From the fact 
that they are exempt from the second Pesah even if it turns out that 
they were ritually impure, it appears that the frontplate does appease 
God for uncertain ritual impurity due to the discharge of a zava. 


The Gemara responds to this attempted proof. Say: What is the mean- 
ing of Rabbi Yosei’s statement that the ritual impurity applies retro- 
actively? It means that the ritual impurity applies by rabbinic decree. 
However, according to Torah law, the zav or zava is impure only from 
the time of the new sighting and onward. 


The Gemara points out that even Rabbi Oshaya holds that, according 
to Rabbi Yosei, a zav or zava renders objects designed for sitting or 
lying impure retroactively only by rabbinic decree in these circum- 
stances. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Oshaya says: But 
with regard to a zav who saw a discharge on his seventh day, it cancels 
the clean days that preceded it." And Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It 
should cancel only its day, i.e., the day on which he experienced the 
discharge, and he should require only one additional clean day. 
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The Gemara expresses surprise: Whichever way you look at Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement, it is difficult: If he holds that that the zav 
renders objects impure retroactively, the new discharge should 
cancel all the days. Conversely, if he holds that the zav renders 
objects impure from now and onward, it should not cancel even 
its own day. Since part of the seventh day was clean, the zav is 
considered to have successfully completed his seven clean days, and 
the new discharge renders him impure for only one day. Rather, say 
instead that Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: It should not cancel 
even its own day. 


And Rabbi Oshaya said to him: I do not agree with you, but know 
that Rabbi Yosei, who exempts one in this circumstance from the 
second Pesah, holds in accordance with your opinion. The Ge- 
mara analyses Rabbi Oshaya’s statement: But didn’t Rabbi Yosei 
say that they render objects designed for lying and sitting impure 
retroactively, whereas Rabbi Yohanan holds that they render these 
items impure only from the time of the new discharge and onward? 
Rather, must one not conclude from this that when Rabbi Yosei 
said he renders these items impure retroactively, he meant that 
this ruling is due to rabbinic decree and is not Torah law? The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of whether the leniency of 
impurity of the deep applies to priests and Rava’s attempt to prove 
that it does, based upon Rabbi Hiyya’s statement that impurity of 
the deep is permitted only with regard to ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse. The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Yosei, now that 
he said that a zav who immersed and then saw an additional dis- 
charge renders items impure only from now and onward according 
to Torah law, and not retroactively, Rabbi Hiyya’s statement that the 
leniency of impurity of the deep applies only to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse was stated to exclude what other case? Rabbi 
Hiyya could not have been excluding impurity due to the discharge 
of a zav or zava, as suggested above, because their offerings are 
valid even without the frontplate placating God. 


Let us resolve the dilemma from this statement of Rabbi Hiyya, as 
it must come to exclude impurity from a creeping animal. If so, it 
must be referring to a priest, and impurity of the deep is permitted 
for him. 


Say in response to this attempted proof: Actually, you can explain 
that it refers to the impurity of the owners and to a case where they 
are offering the Paschal lamb, and Rabbi Hiyya holds that one may 
not slaughter an offering and sprinkle its blood for those who are 
impure from a creeping animal. Therefore, it is necessary to clari- 
fy whether this halakha applies to those unknowingly rendered 
impure by a creeping animal, and it was necessary to exclude this 
case and teach that the leniency of impurity of the deep applies only 
to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse and not to impurity from a 
creeping animal. 


The Gemara asks another question: But, according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, in the case of a woman who keeps watch a day for 
a day, under what circumstances can a full-fledged zava be found?" 
If a new sighting does not retroactively render her impure, and it is 
considered as though it were the first sighting in a new series of 
discharges, how is it possible to link three sightings together to 
produce a full-fledged zava? The three sightings will always be 
considered separate. 


The Gemara answers: A case of a full-fledged zava is found in a 
woman who continuously flows, i.e., she experiences a continuous 
discharge of blood that spans three days. If you wish, say instead 
that the case is where she saw a discharge for two entire twilights, 
meaning that she experienced a discharge for the entire twilight 
period on two consecutive days. In this case, there is no clean pe- 
riod separating the discharges at the beginning of a calendar day, 
and all of them are linked. 


NOTES 


Under what circumstances can a full-fledged zava be 
found - ay FMW 7 TWA AI: According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, a woman who keeps watch a day for a day, 
who is considered a minor zava, is not rendered impure ret- 
roactively on her third day. The third day is not considered to 
be connected to the first two if she does not bleed at the be- 
ginning of the day. Consequently, it is difficult to understand 
how there can ever be three consecutive days of bleeding. 
Therefore, it is necessary to say that a woman is a zava when 
there is no clean separation between the days because she 
either bled continuously over the course of three days or 
she bled at twilight. In those circumstances, a new day did 
not begin in a state of cleanliness. The expression: The entire 
twilight, may be understood in accordance with the opinions 
that part of twilight is day and part is night. If she bled for the 
entire twilight period, she certainly began the new calendar 
day with a discharge of blood. 
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NOTES 


The priest who facilitates acceptance of the daily offering - 
VMN AY WaT ya: The discussion in this context concerns a 

priest who discovers that he became ritually impure through 

impurity of the deep before he sprinkles the blood of the daily 

offering. If he finds out after sprinkling the blood, the offering is 

certainly be valid after the fact, like all communal offerings that 
are brought in a state of ritual impurity (Tosefot Rid). 
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NOTES 


The size of a grain of barley - M13: A bone from a corpse 
can render other objects ritually impure if it is equal to at least 
a single barleycorn in volume. 


Quarter-log [revi'it]- mya: Revi'it literally means quarter. 
When unqualified, it refers to a quarter-log, a standard unit of 
liquid measurement for certain matters. For example, a quarter- 
log is the minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may 
be recited, the amount of wine that a nazirite is punished 
for drinking, and the minimum quantity of certain liquids for 
which one is liable for violating the prohibition against trans- 
ferring objects from one domain to another on Shabbat. A 
quarter-log of blood from a corpse conveys ritual impurity. 


Deriving an a fortiori inference from a halakha — Rim 4p 
aban: The hermeneutical principle of a fortiori inference is 
one that is simple and logical. The principle that an a fortiori 
inference is not derived from a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai is not the consequence of any deficiency in the 
principle of a fortiori inference. Rather, it is due to the unique 
nature of halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The dif- 
ference between halakhot written explicitly in the Torah and 
those transmitted to Moses from Sinai is not related to their 
source or authority. Rather, it is related specifically to the uti- 
lization of a halakha as a model for other halakhot. Halakhot 
written in the Torah may serve as models for other halakhot as 
well. On the other hand, a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai is considered exceptional, which is the very reason it was 
not written in the Torah. Therefore, other halakhot cannot be 
derived from it. 


100 PEREK VII: 81B: :8997% 719 


PADA TYWI 3 9p? 31 va 
ox ax iK Dina NAW 1 nyn 
poinnya nsn imi syon 
ib mmn (mpa nwiy vn bw) 
TADA TSVI a DNAT Meow 
NNDD PA 13 PY N PNA 
JVA 8? PADI Mp|s - DiI 

INDIN PAN PY KAT ix 


xbw oipaa na wim dp nanny 
bmm -mt meni bh man 
b mmng oipo DIAN mew 

- TIIT mew 


DIAT NNDD TINTO PT PN 


Pma vain 5p PIT PY 
DPE MBS SN WK ANN 
- 07 PBs 377 - MVY Dy 
maim bp ppe mep 


inyin iyin phy KI TAN KYY 
npen 


PDD MDT ND DNAT MM 
Tiny SY TP WORE TWD 931 TON 
wy mynga - "vy ng 


roduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rav Yosef raised a dilemma: With regard to the priest who 
facilitates acceptance of the daily offering,’ is ritual impurity 
of the deep permitted for him or not? The two sides of the 
dilemma are as follows: Ifyou say that the priest who facilitates 
acceptance of the offerings of the nazirite and of one who 
performs the ritual of the Paschal lamb, ritual impurity of the 
deep is permitted for him, then in the case of the priest who 
facilitates acceptance of the daily offering, what is the hala- 
kha? Do we say that when we learned the halakha of impurity 
of the deep through oral tradition, it was with regard to the 
Paschal lamb, but with regard to the daily offering we did not 
learn it? Or perhaps we can derive that the halakha applies to 
the daily offering from the fact that it applies to the Paschal 
lamb? 


Rabba said: This dilemma can be resolved through an a fortiori 
inference: Just as in a place where known ritual impurity is 
not permitted for him, e.g., with regard to the Paschal lamb, 
for which known impurity disqualifies the offering and one 
would have to observe the second Pesah, nonetheless impurity 
of the deep is permitted for him, all the more so in a place 
where known ritual impurity is permitted for him, with regard 
to communal offerings, as such offerings may be sacrificed even 
in a known state of impurity if there is no way to sacrifice the 
offering in a state of purity, 


is it not right that impurity of the deep is permitted for him 
completely, even if there are other priests who are ritually pure? 


Say in refutation of this proof: And do we derive an a fortiori 
inference from a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, 
such as the halakha of ritual impurity of the deep? Wasn’t the 
following taught in a baraita? Rabbi Akiva employed an a for- 
tiori inference to derive that a nazirite must shave if he touches 
or carries blood, just as he must shave if he touches or carries a 
bone from a corpse, and Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Akiva, a 
bone the size of a grain of barley’ is able to transmit ritual im- 
purity due to a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and 
you want to derive that the same is true of a quarter-log" of 
blood on the basis of an a fortiori inference, and one may not 
derive an a fortiori inference from a halakha" transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai. 


Rather, Rava said: It is derived on the basis of a verbal 

analogy of the expressions “its appointed time” (Numbers 9:13) 

stated with regard to the Paschal lamb, and “its appointed time” 
(Numbers 28:2) stated with regard to the daily offering. Since 

the Torah uses this expression in both cases, the halakha with 

regard to the daily offering can be derived from the halakha in 

the case of the Paschal lamb: Just as impurity of the deep is 

permitted with regard to the Paschal lamb, it is permitted with 

regard to the daily offering. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to impurity of the deep it- 
self, which is permitted in the cases of a nazirite and one who 

sacrifices the Paschal lamb, due to the fact that the frontplate 

appeases God for the impurity, where is it written? Rabbi Ela- 
zar said that the verse states with regard to a nazirite: “And if 
any man shall die very suddenly beside him” (Numbers 6:9). 
The emphasis provided by the expression “beside him” indicates 

that it is clear to him that he has become impure. However, one 

is not impure if the presence of the corpse is unknown. 
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The Gemara asks: We found a source for impurity of the deep with re- 
gard to a nazirite; from where do we derive that impurity of the deep 
is also permitted with regard to one who performs the ritual of the 
Paschal lamb? Rabbi Yohanan said that the verse states: “Any man of 
you [lakhem] who shall be ritually impure due to a corpse or ona road 
far away” (Numbers 9:10). The term lakhem is interpreted as indicating 
that the impurity must be clear to you [lakhem]. However, any ritual 
impurity that is not clearly identified does not render one who wishes 
to sacrifice the Paschal lamb impure. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: This halakha may be derived in a dif- 
ferent way, from the word “road,” which is juxtaposed in the verse to the 
phrase “ritually impure.” This indicates that the impurity is like a road. 
Just as a road is in the open, so too, the impurity is in the open. 


The Gemara raises an objection to these derivations from that which 

was taught in the following baraita: Which is the impurity of the deep" 

that was permitted for both a nazirite and one who sacrifices the Paschal 

lamb? It is impurity imparted by any corpse of which no one is aware," 

even at the end of the earth; but if even one person is aware of it, even 

at the end of the earth, this is not impurity of the deep. However, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who said that the expression 

“beside him” indicates that the impurity must be clear to him, it would 

be considered impurity of the deep until he knew about it; it would not 

be enough for some other person to be aware of the corpse. 


According to Rabbi Yohanan, who said that the halakha is derived 
from the term lakhem, which teaches that it must be clear to you, it is 
considered impurity of the deep until two people know about it, as the 
word lakhem is plural. 


According to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who said that the impurity 
must be like a road, it is impurity of the deep until the entire world 
knows about it. 


Rather, one must conclude that the previous sources cited are insuffi- 
cient and say that they learned the principle of impurity of the deep 
as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and the verse that the 
amora’im quoted is a mere support" for the halakha and not its actual 
source. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi said: They taught that the frontplate appeases God 
for impurity of the deep with regard to a nazirite and one bringing the 
Paschal lamb only when the fact that he is impure became known to 
him after the sprinkling of the blood of the offering, as when the blood 
was sprinkled, it was sprinkled well, because the impurity of the one 
bringing the offering was unknown. However, if his impurity was 
known to him before the sprinkling of the blood, the frontplate does 
not appease God. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on the following baraita: In the 
case of one who finds a corpse lying across the width of a road," mean- 
ing that it had been buried there in such a way that it was impossible 
that the passerby could have avoided becoming impure by touching, 
moving, or passing over the corpse, then with regard to teruma, the 
passerby is impure. Therefore, if he is a priest, he may not eat teruma. 
However, with regard to both a nazirite and one performing the ritu- 
al of the Paschal lamb, the passerby is pure because the frontplate ap- 
peases God for impurity of the deep in these cases. And any time it says: 
Impure, and: Pure, it is for the future. These terms indicate a halakhic 
ruling that may be followed ab initio and not just as a leniency after the 
fact, if the blood of the offering was already sprinkled. 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows: Mar bar Rav Ashi 
said: Do not say that it is only when it became known to him after the 
sprinkling of the blood that the frontplate appeases God, but if it 
became known to him before the sprinkling it does not appease God. 
Rather, even if it became known to him before the sprinkling," the 
frontplate appeases God because impurity of the deep is insignificant 
with regard to both the Paschal lamb and a nazirite. 


HALAKHA 
Impurity of the deep - oinnia naw: Impurity of 
the deep is imparted by a source of impurity of which 
no one is aware. Therefore, the corpse of one who 
was killed cannot be considered impurity of the deep, 
because the killer is aware of it (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:18). 


Before and after sprinkling — Apt 70K) nab: Ifa 
priest finds out that he became ritually impure with 
impurity imparted by a grave deep in the ground, even 
if he finds out before he sprinkles the blood and he 
subsequently sprinkles the blood, the offering is ac- 
cepted. This ruling is in accordance with the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara with regard to the statement of 
Mar bar Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 4:6). 


NOTES 
Of which no one is aware — IN 7a V37 Kow: It is ex- 
plained in the Jerusalem Talmud that there is certainty 
that a particular case falls into the category of ritual im- 
purity of the deep only when it is clear that the person 
whose corpse has been found died so long ago that 
there is no one alive who knows where he was buried. 


joa 


Gemara states that a verse cited as the basis for a ha- 
lakha is merely an allusion to the halakha rather than 
its actual source. In such cases, the verse is called a 
support for the halakha. Since halakhot of this kind 
are not actually derived from the biblical text, which 
serves instead as a mnemonic device, they are gener- 
ally rabbinic decrees. This is indicated in the Talmud 
by the phrase: The law is rabbinic, and the verse is a 
mere support. 


A corpse lying across the width of a road - na 
q bw iamh awn: Some commentaries explain 
that although it is likely that passersby touched or 
passed over the corpse, it is not absolutely certain that 
that is the case. It is possible that the corpse was not 
yet there when a particular person passed by or that 
the passerby happened to move off the road at that 
particular place (Me’iri). 


Before sprinkling - 7N pd: This rule applies only 
if one becomes aware of the impurity of the deep 
after the Paschal lamb is slaughtered. However, if 
one becomes aware of it before the Paschal lamb is 
slaughtered, he is considered ritually impure and must 
observe the second Pesah (Tosefot Rid). 
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HALAKHA 

One who finds a corpse lying - 33W12 ny Nyina: If 
one walked on a certain path and a corpse was later 
discovered buried across its width, he may still offer 
the Paschal lamb, unless he knows with certainty that 
he became ritually impure. This applies if one walked on 
the path in a normal fashion. However, if one carried a 
heavy burden or rode an animal, he is impure (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:11). 

With regard to the consumption of teruma, a person 
who walked on the path is considered ritually impure. 
However, if the corpse is broken or dismembered, so 
that it is possible that the passerby walked between its 
different parts, he is considered ritually pure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 18:3). 


If one finds it hidden in hay, etc. -31273 pay iNY: 
If one finds a corpse hidden in hay, dirt, or pebbles, it is 
possible that no one knows about it, and it is considered 
ritual impurity of the deep. However, if the corpse is 
found in water, a dark place, or between rocks, it is not 
considered impurity of the deep (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 6:19). 


If the Paschal lamb became ritually impure - xava 
nba: If all or most of the Paschal lamb became ritually 
impure, it is burned in the Temple with the wood of 
the arrangement, in order to embarrass the members 
of the group that brought the offering for not having 
been careful enough with it. If only part of it became 
impure or was left over, it may be burned anywhere in 
Jerusalem with wood belonging to its owners (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


NOTES 


Only with regard to a corpse - aa nib Kon: Some 
authorities explain that when the Gemara states that 
ritual impurity of the deep applies only to a corpse, it 
means that it applies only when the person died by 
himself. However, if he was killed, ritual impurity of the 
deep is not relevant because the killer knows about the 
corpse (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam). 


Before the Temple [habira] - nyan pb: There is a 
dispute among the amora‘im whether the term bira 
refers to the entire Temple or to a specific location in 
the Temple (see Yoma 2a; see Zevahim 104b). 


102 PEREK VII: 81B: K391% p 


Sw sam aawin nia yian K9 
nwiy) yb) AV - manb 41 
im - mp 


Dipa b paw - ox ODT ma 
ax - Way Dipa w ba tay) 
sing nann 


bow ixyaw - pox DAT maa 
Pa XW Vy - prion aw bax 
sawn Hoy aps aay DPA 

Ae AMO ae DFO NDP =P a 


ona Joana - wyayg DAT Ta 
-binw 199 ray — DTK YD bax 
bax De hr yy xy WOK yona 
Kby yy oy WON IN - JİN yD 

bang 


DAAI Mews - OWN ODT AA 
MOD -TIT Menwa bas 


Xow bp - DIAT meni KI TN) 
vor bar ships NDA INK Aa YaN 
MDW M pP- abiy aida IN 7a 

DANA 


- niig WPS 1203 pray wy 
PIKI DAI OAT new MYI 
MX T pY - oven wma 
Kyy DITA mew NAY oxy Dinn 
aba nigh 


pony - jan ix obw wav 79 
AIWA YYA TPIT 297 inix 
inix por - piam jU Kava 
asy oun pnia by ix pnia 
APAT 29 ints pow papa 

Apwan ya nap Yawa 


Since the Gemara quoted a baraita with regard to impurity of the 
deep, it returns to discuss the matter itself. In the case of one who 
finds a corpse lying" across the width of the road, with regard to 
teruma he is impure, and with regard to a nazirite and one who 
performs the ritual of the Paschal lamb he is pure. 


In what case is this statement, that the person is considered impure 

with regard to teruma, said? It is said in a case where he does not 

have space to pass by on the road without passing over the corpse. 
However, if there is space to pass by, even for the purposes of 
teruma he is pure. There is a principle that ifa doubt arises concern- 
ing the ritual purity of a person or object in the public domain, they 
are considered pure. In this case, there is doubt because it is possible 

that the passerby did not become ritually impure. Therefore, he is 

considered pure. 


Similarly, in what case is this statement said? It is said in a case 
where one finds the body whole. However, if it is broken or dis- 
membered, he is pure. One can say that perhaps he passed be- 
tween the parts of the corpse and did not touch or pass over any of 
them. However, this applies only when he finds the corpse out in 
the open; but ifhe finds it in a grave, even ifit is broken or dismem- 
bered, he is impure, because the grave joins it into one unit and 
renders one impure if one passed over any part of the grave, even if 
he did not pass over part of the corpse. 


In what case is this statement, that if the corpse was dismembered 
the passerby is pure, said? It is said with regard to a passerby who 
travels by foot, but if he was loaded with a heavy burden or riding 
an animal, he is impure. The reason for this is because one who 
travels by foot, it is possible that he will not touch the corpse and 
will not pass over it; but one who is loaded with a heavy burden 
and therefore does not walk in a straight line or someone riding an 
animal, it is impossible that he will not touch and will not pass 
over the corpse. 


In what case is this statement, that a nazirite and one bringing a 
Paschal lamb are considered pure, said? It is said with regard to 
impurity of the deep. However, if the source of impurity was 
known to some but not to the individual who became impure, he 
is nevertheless impure. 


The baraita continues: And which corpse is considered impurity 
of the deep? Any corpse of which no one is aware, even at the 
end of the earth; but if even one individual is aware of it, even if 
that individual is at the end of the earth, this is not considered 
impurity of the deep. 


In order to ascertain whether anyone ever knew about the corpse, 
its condition is taken into account. If one finds it hidden in hay" or 
in dirt or in pebbles, and it is possible that the person died in an 
avalanche, in which case it is likely that the corpse had never been 
found, this is impurity of the deep. But if he finds it in water, or in 
a dark place, or in the clefts of the rocks, this is not impurity of 
the deep. Although these are places where people do not often go, 
with the passage of time the corpse is likely to be discovered, and it 
is quite possible that someone already passed by and saw it. And 
they said the leniency of impurity of the deep only with regard to 
a corpse," but not with regard to other sources of ritual impurity. 
MI S HN If the whole Paschal lamb or most of it be- 
came ritually impure," one burns it before 

the Temple [habira]" with wood from the arrangement of wood 
on the altar that was given to the owners of the Paschal lamb for this 
purpose. If a minority of it became impure, and similarly, with 
regard to the parts of the Paschal lamb that are leftover, which must 
be burned, the owners of the Paschal lamb burn it in their court- 
yards or on their roofs, with their own wood. Only the miserly, 
who want to save the expenditure of wood, burn it before the 
Temple in order to benefit from the wood of the arrangement. 
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G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the reason 

that the Paschal lamb must be burned 
before the Temple and that those who prefer to burn it elsewhere 
are not permitted to do so? Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: In 
order to embarrass them." Presumably, the reason that most of 
the offering became impure is because the owners were not suf- 
ficiently careful with it. Therefore, the Sages decreed that it be 
burned in a public place. 


It was stated in the mishna that if a minority of it became ritu- 
ally impure, and similarly, if part of it was left over, it is burned 
in the owners’ courtyards with their own wood. The Gemara 
raises a contradiction based on what was taught in a different 
mishna: And similarly, with regard to one who left Jerusalem 
and remembers that there is consecrated meat in his hand, 
which is now disqualified because it has left Jerusalem and must 
therefore be burned, if he passed Mount Scopus, he burns the 
meat at the site where he is located, and he need not return to 
burn it in Jerusalem; and if he has not yet passed Mount Scopus, 


he must return and burn it before the Temple with wood from 
the arrangement. The mishna’s formulation uses the word re- 
membered, implying that not only a large piece of meat that be- 
came ritually impure or somehow disqualified, but even a piece 
that is so small that it could become forgotten, must be burnt with 
wood from the arrangement. 


Rav Hama bar Ukva said: It is not difficult. Here, where it is 
stated that one burns it in the Temple with wood from the ar- 
rangement, it is referring to a visitor who does not live in Jeru- 
salem or have wood there, and he may therefore use wood from 
the arrangement. While there, where it is stated that one burns 
it at home with one’s own wood, it is referring to a resident of 
Jerusalem. 


Rav Pappa said: This case and that case both refer to a visitor. 
Here, where it is stated that one may use wood from the arrange- 
ment, it is referring to one who already set out on the road, and 
it is difficult for him to collect wood. There, where it is stated that 
one must use his own wood, it is referring to a case in which the 
visitor has not yet set out on the road, and he can gather his own 
wood. 


Rav Zevid disagreed with Rav Pappa and clarified Rav Hama bar 
Ukva's opinion. He said: Actually, it can be explained as Rav 
Hama initially said: Here, it is referring to a visitor; there, it is 
referring to a resident." And even though he did not yet set out 
on the road, a visitor may use wood from the arrangement for 
the following reason: Since he does not have his own wood, the 
Sages treated him like the misers, as we learned in a mishna: 
The misers burn it before the Temple in order to benefit from 
the wood of the arrangement. This indicates that anyone who is 
unconcerned about his reputation, like a miser, may use wood 
from the arrangement, and this is not considered to be a misuse 
of consecrated property. Similarly, the Sages also permitted a 
visitor to use wood from the arrangement. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: If individuals came and wanted 
to burn the Paschal lamb that had become ritually impure in their 
courtyards and wanted to take wood from the arrangement to 
use for this purpose, one does not listen to them. Similarly, if 
they wanted to burn it before the Temple with their own wood, 
one does not listen to them. 


NOTES 
In order to embarrass them — p» *13: In general, it is 
improper to embarrass sinners. Nevertheless, in this case, the 
embarrassment motivates them to be diligent in the future 
and to ensure that their Paschal lambs do not become impure 
(Hagahot Maharsham). 


HALAKHA ——— 
A visitor and a resident - mazya NDX: One who does 
not live in Jerusalem is permitted to burn the Paschal lamb 
or other sacrificial meat that has become ritually impure in 
the Temple using wood from the arrangement, in accordance 
with the rulings of Rav Hama bar Ukva and Rav Zevid (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:8). 
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HALAKHA 


Lest they leave over some of the wood - W» xy: 
It is prohibited to take wood from the arrangement in 
order to burn one’s Paschal lamb in one’s own courtyard, 
lest one benefit from the wood for a different purpose 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


Before the Temple with their own wood - nyan pb 
pasy yy: It is prohibited to burn one's Paschal lamb in 
the Temple with his own wood, because one might be 
suspected of stealing wood from the Temple by taking 
home the unused wood. Therefore, it is permitted to 
bring wood that is not fit for the arrangement on the 
altar, such as reeds and palm branches. This ruling in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rava, who was the last of 
the amora‘im to state an opinion on this issue (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


Would stand the ritually impure priests — ni ayn 797 
pw: The head of the watch would stand the ritually 
impure priests at the eastern gate so the people would 
not suspect them of neglecting the Temple service in 
order to engage in their professions. This is the opin- 
ion of Rava, who was the last of the amora’im to state 
an opinion on this issue (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMussafin 6:5). 
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Before the Temple with their own wood - *¥yi nyan 23 
pasy: In the Jerusalem Talmud, a different reason is given: If 
people would bring their own wood to the Temple, it would 
be impossible to identify the misers who would use wood from 
the arrangement to burn part of their offering, since one would 
never know who was using his own wood and who was using 
wood from the arrangement. Therefore, the Sages decreed that 
no one may use his own wood before the Temple, so that the 
misers would be clearly identifiable, as the only ones burning 
the minority of a Paschal lamb before the Temple would be 
those who were too miserly to use their own wood. 


Reeds or palm branches — xnivm) ap: | 
the Mishna that the only wood used for the arrangement was 
wood that burned well and that came from trees that were 
common in Eretz Yisrael. Wood that did not burn nicely or wood 
from trees whose felling would harm the settlement of Eretz 
Yisrael was not used. 


is stated explicitly in 


Head - wx: Apparently, the term: Head of the watch, in this 
context, is referring to the head of the non-priestly watch, 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: Granted, if people want to burn it with wood from 
the arrangement in their own courtyards one does not listen to 
them. This is because the Sages were concerned lest they leave over 
some of the wood" they took to burn the Paschal lamb and come to 
experience a mishap with it by using the wood for another purpose. 
But in the case in which they wanted to burn the offering before the 
Temple with their own wood,™ what is the reason one does not 
listen to them? 


Rav Yosef said: It is in order not to embarrass one who does not 
have the means to bring his own wood. If it were permitted to bring 
one’s own wood to burn in the Temple, people would realize that only 
the poor people take wood from the Temple. This would be embar- 
rassing to the poor. Rava said: It is due to suspicion. People would 
take back their own unused wood that they had brought, and others 
might suspect that they were stealing consecrated wood from the 
Temple. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these two 
answers? The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them 
is the case of one who brings reeds or palm branches" that are not 
fit for the arrangement. Since these types of branches are not used for 
the arrangement of wood on the altar, there is no concern that people 
would be wrongly suspected of stealing them from the Temple; there- 
fore, Rava would permit it. However, the concern that the poor will be 
embarrassed is still relevant, and so Rav Yosef would prohibit it. 


Another mishna teaches a similar dispute between Rav Yosef and Rava 

ona different subject: We learned in a mishna there, in tractate Tamid: 
The head" of the watch" would stand the ritually impure" priests" at 
the entrance to the eastern gate each morning. The Gemara asks: 
Whatis the reason that they did not simply send them home without 
making them stand at the entrance to the eastern gate? Rav Yosef said: 
It was in order to embarrass them for not having been careful to avoid 
becoming impure. Rava said: They would stand them there to avoid 
suspicion," so that people would realize that they were not performing 
the Temple service because they were impure, rather than in order to 
work in their regular professions. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these two 
opinions? The Gemara answers: The practical difference between 
them is the case of pampered people who never work, whom others 
would not suspect of avoiding Temple service in order to work in their 
regular professions. Alternatively, it is the case of one who twists 
ropes" for a living. No one would suspect someone of missing the 
Temple service in order to work in such a lowly and non-profitable 
occupation. These two categories of people would not have to stand 
at the gate according to Rava’s opinion, but would have to according 
to Rav Yosef’s opinion. 


who was in charge of the Jews who came to the Temple. The 
members of the non-priestly watch worked together with the 
members of the priestly watch. Each non-priestly watch had a 
permanent head (Me’iri; see Rashash). 


Anon-priestly watch — yaya: Each priestly watch in turn was 
responsible for sacrificing the offerings for one week. They were 
called upon to perform this service twice a year on average. 
Corresponding to each of these watches was a group of non- 
priests, called a non-priestly watch. The entire Jewish people in 
Eretz Yisrael was divided into twenty-four non-priestly watches, 
and each time a priestly watch went to Jerusalem to sacrifice 
offerings, part of the corresponding non-priestly watch would 
go there as well. The remainder of the non-priestly watch would 
remain at home and would fast during that week on Monday, 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, and they would read special 
portions from the Torah and recite additional prayers. 


Would stand the ritually impure — jxae7 ms Way y: In 
the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, he explains that this 
does not refer to the ritually impure priests (Tamid 5:6). Rather, 


it refers to the lepers who have purified themselves and are 
waiting to sacrifice their offerings in order to complete their 
purification process. The head of the watch would line them 
up at the eastern gate so that they would be ready to have the 
blood of the guilt-offering sprinkled on their behalf. Tosefot Yom 
Tov explains how this approach fits into the Gemara. 


To avoid suspicion — Twn 251: Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
that the concern was that people would suspect the ritually 
impure priests of performing the Temple service in a state of 
impurity. 


One who twists ropes — KPY bo pt: The Arukh explains 
that this is not meant as a description of a profession. Rather, 
it is a verb that describes the person's activity at that mo- 
ment in time. If the ritually impure priest is actually twisting 
ropes at the time, passersby will not realize that he is standing 
there because he is impure, as they will assume he is simply 
engaged in the activity of twisting ropes. Therefore, he will not 
be embarrassed. 
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MI S HN AC Paschal lamb that was taken out" of its 


permissible area or that became ritually 
impure" should be burned immediately on the eve of Passover. 
If the owners became ritually impure" or died, its form must be 
allowed to decay by leaving it for a period of time instead of burning 
it immediately, and it should be burned on the sixteenth of Nisan, 
immediately after the first day of the Festival. Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka says: This, too, should be burned immediately, because it 
has no one to eat it, which is also so severe a disqualification that 


decay of form is not required. 

GE M A The Gemara asks: Granted, the fact that 
ritually impure sacrificial meat must be 

burned is written in the Torah, as it says: “The flesh that touches 

any impure item shall not be eaten, it shall be burned in fire’ 

(Leviticus 7:19). But sacrificial meat that is taken out of its permis- 

sible area, from where do we derive that it must be burned? 


3 


The Gemara responds: It is derived from the verses describing Moses 
admonishing Aaron and his sons about the fact that they did not eat 
the sin-offering on the eighth day of inauguration, as it is written: 
“Behold, its blood was not brought into the Sanctuary within; you 
should have eaten it in the Sanctuary, as I commanded” (Leviticus 
10:18). This should be understood as follows: Moses said to Aaron: 
Why didn’t you eat the sin-offering? Perhaps its blood entered 
the innermost chamber, the Sanctuary, in which case it must be 
burned? Aaron said to him: No. 


Moses said to him: Perhaps it was taken outside of its boundary, 
and that is the reason you did not eat it? He said to him: No, it was 
in the sacred area, i.e., the courtyard. Moses said to him: If it was 
in the sacred area the entire time, behold, its blood was not 
brought into the Sanctuary within, why didn’t you eat it? This 
proves by inference that if it leaves its boundary, or alternatively, 
if its blood enters within the Sanctuary of the Temple, it must be 
burned. This can serve as a model for all offerings. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to sacrificial meat that be- 
came ritually impure, the Merciful One reveals that halakha in the 

Torah with regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, as the verse: “The 

flesh that touches any impure item shall not be eaten,” is referring to 

a peace-offering, and it applies all the more so with regard to offer- 
ings of the most sacred order. However, with regard to sacrificial 

meat that is taken out of its boundary, we have found a source that 

this applies to offerings of only the most sacred order. With regard 

to offerings of lesser sanctity, such as the Paschal lamb, from where 

do we derive that they too must be burned? And furthermore, with 

regard to that which is taught in a baraita: If the blood of an offering 

was left overnight instead of being sprinkled on the altar on the day 
it was slaughtered, 


or its blood was spilled, or its blood was taken outside the hang- 
ings that denoted the courtyard of the Tabernacle, we maintain that 
it must be burned; from where do we derive this halakha? 


The Gemara answers: We derive it from the exposition of Rabbi 
Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: The 
verse that states: “Any sin-offering from which some blood has been 
brought to the Tent of Meeting, to make atonement in the sacred 
place, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned in fire” (Leviticus 6:23), 
has taught that the burning of a sin-offering is in the sacred area, 
the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 

A Paschal lamb that was taken out - xx» DST: In 
the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, he explains 
that this is referring to a Paschal lamb that was removed 
from the house in which it was to be eaten, which is also 
improper movement for the Paschal lamb. See Hazon 
Nahum, which addresses the questions of the commen- 
taries concerning the Rambam’s explanation. 


HALAKHA 


A Paschal lamb that was taken out or that became ritu- 
ally impure — sabaw ix x% MDS: A Paschal lamb that 
was taken out of Jerusalem or that became ritually impure 
should be burned immediately on the eve of Passover, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 


If the owners became ritually impure - Dwa IKADI: 
If the owners of a Paschal lamb became ritually i impure 
or died, the meat is allowed to decay and is then burned 
on the sixteenth of Nisan, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:3). 
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HALAKHA 
Burning disqualified offerings - papm drop naw: It 
is a positive mitzva to burn all consecrated animals and 
sacrificial items that have become ritually impure, as stated 
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 19:1). 


NOTES 


The incident that took place - maw nwyn: Halakha is 
derived from expositions and inferences made from verses 
hat teach how mitzvot are to be performed. This is not nec- 
essarily the case with regard to verses that relate a particular 
narrative episode. Although halakha is at times derived 
rom such verses, the general assumption is that they were 
written to record the details of the incident and not to teach 
he halakha. 


Provisional edict — nyw MXN: This concept explains nu- 
merous incidents described in the Torah that do not con- 
orm to permanent halakhic guidelines, some of which oc- 
curred when the pertinent halakha had not yet been given 
o the Jewish people. In these instances, a specific mitzva 
was given as a temporary measure and the Jewish people 
acted on it; however, practical halakha cannot be derived 
rom it. None of the events of the eight days of inaugura- 
ion were ever repeated, nor could they ever be repeated, 
because they were all included in the category of provisional 
edicts. There are also some examples of provisional edicts 
instituted by the Sages, when the unique needs of the time 
required acting more leniently or more strictly than the ha- 
lakha generally allows or requires. The principle “It is time 
to act for the Lord; they have made void Your law” (Psalms 
119:126) dictates that at times even Torah law may be violated 
in order to uphold the Torah. 
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I have derived only that the halakha applies to this alone, a sin-of- 
fering; with regard to the rest of the disqualified offerings of the 

most sacred order and the portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 

that are consumed on the altar, from where do we derive that they 
must be burned in the Temple courtyard, which is their boundary 
when they are valid? The verse states: “Any... in the sacred place... 
shall be burned in fire,” which teaches that any consecrated item 

must be burned in a sacred place. 


The Gemara asks further: We found a source for offerings of the 
most sacred order; from where do we derive that it also applies to 
offerings of lesser sanctity? Rather, we must say as follows: Any- 
thing disqualified in the sacred area, the Temple courtyard, must 
be burned." It is no different whether it is an offerings of lesser 
sanctity, and it is no different whether it is offerings of the most 
sacred order; they learned it as a tradition. And the sin-offering 
of Aaron that was burned on the eighth day of inauguration was 
mentioned only because the incident that took place," took place 
in this way. It was not mentioned in order to teach the halakhot of 
offerings. 


The Gemara proceeds to ask an unrelated question with regard to 
piggul: And according to the opinion of the tanna from the school 
of Rabba bar Avuh, who said that even piggul, which is a disquali- 
fication of the animal itself, requires decay of form, meaning that 
it must be left over until the next day so that it will begin to decay 
and is only then burned, from where do we derive that it requires 
decay of form? 


The Gemara answers: It is derived from a verbal analogy from the 

parallel words “iniquity” and “iniquity.” With regard to piggul, the 

verse states: “It remains rejected [piggul]; and the soul that eats it 

shall bear its iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), and with regard to leftover 

sacrificial meat, the verse states: “And whatever is leftover... shall be 

burned in fire ... and each of those who eat it shall bear his iniquity” 
(Leviticus 19:6-8). Just as leftover sacrificial meat is burned after it 

has been left over to the next day, so too, piggul is burned only after 

it has been left over to the next day and its form has decayed. 


The Gemara asks: Let us instead learn the rules of piggul through a 
verbal analogy based on the parallel words “iniquity” and “iniq- 
uity” from the sin-offering of Aaron, with regard to which the 
verse states: “Why did you not eat the sin-offering in the place of 
sanctity...and He gave it to you to bear the iniquity of the congrega- 
tion” (Leviticus 10:17). The sin-offering of Aaron was burned im- 
mediately, without decay of form, so why can it not be learned from 
there that piggul does not require decay of form either? That tanna 
could have said to you: The sin-offering of Aaron in a case like 
this would also require decay of form were it to occur in future 
generations; but there, when it was burned immediately, it was a 
provisional edict" issued in exigent circumstances. 


The Gemara asks: Now that we say that we have accepted the con- 
clusion that all disqualified sacred offerings must be burned, and 
it is no different whether they are disqualified offerings of the most 
sacred order or offerings of lesser sanctity, because in both cases 
they learned it as a tradition, with regard to the verse that says: “In 
the sacred place...shall be burned in fire,” why do I need it? What 
does this verse teach that is not known from oral tradition? The 
Gemara answers: That verse is required to teach that the require- 
ment of burning that is learned from the oral tradition cannot take 
place anywhere; its burning must take place only in the sacred 
place, the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks further: If the source of the halakha is an oral 

tradition, with regard to the verse that states: “The flesh that touch- 
es any impure item shall not be eaten, it shall be burned in fire” 
(Leviticus 7:19), why do I need it? This halakha is included in the 

oral tradition and should not require its own verse. 
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The Gemara answers: That verse is necessary for itself. It could enter 
your mind to say that disqualified sacred offerings include only a case 
where its blood was left overnight instead of being sprinkled on the 
altar on the day the offering was slaughtered; or its blood was spilled; 
or its blood was taken outside the hangings; and similarly, the case of 
an offering that was slaughtered at night. In all these cases, the offering 
must be burned because these are disqualifications unique to sancti- 
fied offerings that do not exist with regard to unconsecrated items. 


But if the meat became ritually impure, which disqualifies unconse- 
crated meat also, say that since it was treated in the manner of 
unconsecrated items, as the disqualification is not unique to conse- 
crated items, it should not require burning, and burial should be 
sufficient for it." Therefore, the verse teaches us that an offering that 
is disqualified through ritual impurity must also be burned. 


It was taught in the mishna that if the owners of the offering became 

ritually impure" or died before the offering was completed, its form 

must be left to decay, and it is burned after the first day of the Festival. 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka disagrees and says that it is burned imme- 
diately. Rav Yosef said: This dispute is about a case in which the own- 
ers became ritually impure after the sprinkling of the blood, because 

the meat was fit for eating since all its services were completed in a 

valid way. But if the owners became ritually impure before the sprin- 
kling of the blood, such that the meat was not fit for eating even for 
a moment, all agree that it should be burned immediately. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this statement based on the Tosefta: 
This is the principle: In all cases in which its disqualification is in 
itself, it should be burned immediately. If the disqualification is in 
the blood of the offering or in the owners, its form should be left to 
decay, and then it should be taken out to the place designated for 
burning. 


The following inference can be made based on the formulation of the 
Tosefta: It is teaching that the case of disqualified owners is similar to 
the case of disqualified blood: Just as in the case of blood the dis- 
qualification necessarily occurred before the sprinkling of the blood, 
as the offering is not disqualified if anything happens to the blood after 
sprinkling, so too, the case of owners is referring to one in which they 
became disqualified even before the sprinkling of the blood, which 
contradicts the statement of Rav Yosef. 


Rather, if this was stated in the name of Rav Yosef, it was stated as 
follows: This dispute is specifically about a case in which the owners 
became ritually impure before the sprinkling of the blood, such that 
the meat was never fit for eating, which makes it as though its dis- 
qualification is in itself. But if the owners became ritually impure 
after sprinkling of the blood, such that the meat was fit for eating, 
all agree that its disqualification is due to a different matter, i.e., an 
external factor, and it requires decay of form. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even a case in which the owners became 
ritually impure after sprinkling the blood is included in the dispute 
about whether decay of form is necessary. And Rabbi Yohanan follows 
his line of reasoning, as Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka and Rabbi Nehemya said the same thing. The statement of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka is that which we said. 


With regard to Rabbi Nehemya, what is the ruling in which he ex- 
pressed his opinion? It is as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya 
says: Aaron’s sin-offering" that was burned on the eighth day of inau- 
guration was burned due to acute mourning," as that was the day his 
sons Nadav and Avihu died. For this reason, it is stated that Aaron 
explained to Moses: “Now that events such as these befell me, were I 
to eat this day’s sin-offering would the Lord approve?” (Leviticus 10:19). 
In other words, it was due to the deaths of his sons, which Aaron re- 
ferred as “events such as these,” that Aaron burned the sin-offering 
instead of eating it. 


NOTES 


Burial should be sufficient for it - mh xD 
mapa: The general rationale behind burying 
certain disqualified, consecrated items is so 
that people do not benefit from them in a 
prohibited manner. However, Rashi gives a 
different reason: The impure sacrificial meat 
would have been buried to prevent it from 
being treated disrespectfully. 


The case of owners is similar to the case of 
blood - 077 x17 Dwa: The Gemara could 
ave challenged Rav Yosef's statement based 
on the halakha pertaining to the blood itself: 
f the blood becomes ritually impure even 
before its sprinkling, the meat of the offering 
must be set aside so it will decay. Apparently, 
he Gemara preferred to base its question on 
he case of owners who became ritually im- 
pure because they are totally disqualified from 
participating in the Paschal lamb. In the case 
of blood that became impure, however, the 
owner may still bring another Paschal lamb if 
he has time to do so (Sefat Emet). 


Aaron's sin-offering — {Va mewn: The Torah 
does not clearly explain why the sin- offering 
of the inauguration was burned instead of 
being eaten. The tanna‘im disputed this point. 
Some Sages said that it was burned due to 
Aaron's acute mourning, while others main- 
tained it was burned because the sin-offering 
became ritually impure (Zevahim 101a). 


Acute mourning — max: Acute mourning 
is the term utilized to describe the status of a 
person on the day an immediate relative dies, 
before the burial. The halakha is that if a com- 
mon priest performs the Temple service while 
in acute mourning, his service is disqualified. 
A High Priest may perform the service in the 
Temple while in acute mourning but is not 
permitted to eat consecrated food. 


HALAKHA 


If the owners became ritually impure, etc. - 
3) pyar Ixa: Ifthe owners of an offering 
became ritually i impure or died, the offering 
should be left to decay and should then 
be burned after the first day of the Festival. 
This rule applies even if the owners became 
impure or died before the sprinkling of 
he blood, because the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the anonymous opinion cited in 
he mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 4:3). 
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NOTES 


Bulls...and goats that are burned — ppywi..o5 
pa wan: There are different types of sin-offerings, and a 
distinction is made between inner sin-offerings, which 
are also known as bulls and goats that are burned, and 
regular sin-offerings, which are outer sin-offerings. In- 
ner sin-offerings are sacrificed to atone for the sins of the 
community or the High Priest. Their blood is sprinkled on 
the curtain of the Holy of Holies and on the golden altar 
inside the Sanctuary of the Temple (see Leviticus 4). These 
sin-offerings are not eaten at all, and their meat is burned. 
The blood of outer sin-offerings is sprinkled on the outer 
altar in the courtyard of the Temple, and their meat is 
eaten by the priests. 


Inside the Sanctuary - 029) %3: This expression, which 
usually refers to entering the Holy of Holies, is not meant 
o be understood literally in this context, as only the blood 
of the bull and goat sacrificed on Yom Kippur is sprinkled 
in the Holy of Holies. In this context, it refers to the en- 
ire Sanctuary, as an outer sin-offering is disqualified if its 
blood is sprinkled on the golden altar in the Sanctuary. 


Should all be burned on the sixteenth - nwwa 151%? 
Wy: The reason that the inedible portions of the Paschal 
amb are burned on the morning of the sixteenth and 
not at night immediately after the fifteenth is due to the 
derivation of the tanna of the school of Hizkiya that there 
is a special mitzva to burn them during the day rather than 
at night (see Halakha; see Tosefot Yom Tov). 


If the sixteenth occurs on Shabbat - nid wy awe dn 
nawa: Several of the geonim, relying on the Jerusalem 
Talmud, claimed that the sixteenth of Nisan never occurred 
on Shabbat. Indeed, according to the Jewish calendar 
currently in use, the first day of Passover never occurs on 
a Monday, a Wednesday, or a Friday. In the view of these 
geonim, the mishna simply states that if the sixteenth of 
isan were theoretically to occur on Shabbat, the burning 
of these portions would be delayed by an additional day. 
However, it seems likely that when the new month was 
still determined on the basis of testimony, the first day of 
Passover could occur on a Friday (see Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Does not override...the Festival - D? MN...pmit YNY 
iv: Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura gives an additional reason 
or this rule: Although burning the leftover parts of the 
Paschal lamb is a positive mitzva from the Torah, and there 
is a principle that performance of a positive mitzva super- 
sedes a prohibition, the Torah formulates the obligation 
o refrain from primary categories of labor on Festivals as 
both a positive mitzva and a prohibition. Consequently, a 
positive mitzva, such as burning leftover sacrificial parts, 
does not override both a positive and a prohibition. 


108  PEREK VII: 83A 399719 


AOA APT INY MYX XT 
(ane) andy - AAW 3) 


phan mp 131 AK poin aa 
bp sits oar ph a7 NTT 
mia xx Tat ing thas pay 
ane) POIT pve poten 
x si myag max hie 

gobo by myn 


nab mat DIW oxen 3b rN 
xa Kbir T OX p mish) 
Sopa cna wpa by rig Ts 
— mit boy oman ng IPN ppd one 

mpnwa 


XN - WI OF 70 PNP aN 
nbn a mbps xn Kob 
OT DINK 


-pian prn nayga VI 
sey mew bn WY MOWI IDW 
nyawa WW? - nawa nb 
nx “xd pnis WY 9b wy 

iv op ay i nawa 


Rabbi Yohanan analyzes Rabbi Nehemya’s statement: Now, acute 
mourning is similar to a case of disqualification after sprinkling of 
the blood, because acute mourning merely disqualifies the owners 
from eating the offering. It does not disqualify the actual performance 
of the sacrificial service by a High Priest, such as Aaron. Therefore, it 
is like other disqualifications that take effect after the sprinkling, 
which simply prohibit the eating of the meat. And when it was 
burned, it was burned immediately, without waiting until the fol- 
lowing day. This shows that Rabbi Nehemya agrees that an offering 
that becomes disqualified after its blood has been sprinkled should 
be burned immediately. 


Rabba adds that these tanna’im were not the only ones who maintain 
this opinion; even Rabbi Yosei HaGelili agreed with them, as it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: The entire 
matter that is stated in the verse: “Any sin-offering from which some 
blood has been brought to the Tent of Meeting, to make atonement 
in the sacred place, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned in fire” (Levi- 
ticus 6:23) is not stated with regard to a regular sin-offering improp- 
erly brought inside the Sanctuary; rather, it speaks only about bulls 
that are burned and goats that are burned." These are unique sin- 
offerings, and the Torah states that their blood should be brought 
inside the Sanctuary. The verse is stated with regard to these sin- 
offerings both in order to command the Jewish people to burn the 
disqualified ones in the place of the bira on the Temple Mount and 
in order to establish a prohibition with regard to their consumption. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: If you expound the verse in 
this fashion, then with regard to a regular sin-offering whose blood 
entered inside the Sanctuary,’ from where is it derived that it must 
be burned? He said to them: It is derived from the verse: “Behold, 
its blood was not brought into the Sanctuary within” (Leviticus 
10:18). This proves by inference that if the sin-offering is taken out 
ofits permitted area, or alternatively, ifits blood enters the Sanctuary, 
it must be burned immediately without waiting for decay of form. 


The Gemara explains: And Rabbi Yohanan did not include Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili because Rabbi Yohanan holds that there is a difference 
between the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and those of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi Nehemya. ‘The reason for this differ- 
ence is that impurity of blood and meat, about which Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili was speaking, is one matter, and impurity of the blood can 
therefore be considered a disqualification in the animal itself, but 
disqualification of the owners is a different matter. Therefore, Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili does not necessarily agree with the tanna’im who allow 
the offering to be burned immediately in the case of disqualification 
of the owners. 


MI S H N A The bones of the Paschal lamb that contain 


edible marrow but cannot be eaten because it 
is prohibited to break the bones of the Paschal lamb; and the sinews; 
and the leftover meat should all be burned on the sixteenth" of 
Nisan, immediately after the first day of the Festival. If the sixteenth 
occurs on Shabbat,’ they should be burned on the seventeenth, 
because the mitzva to burn them does not override Shabbat or the 
Festival." Therefore, they are burned on the first weekday." 


HALAKHA 


Burning the bones, sinews, and leftover meat — ninyyg naw bat. Additionally, even when leftover sacrificial meat becomes 


anian DPA: Burning the leftover parts of an offering does 


prohibited at night, it is not burned until the day (Rambam Sefer 


not override a Festival and certainly does not override Shab- Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:5). 
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G E M A Rav Mari bar Avuh said that Rabbi Yitzhak 

said: Bones of offerings that served as a 
base for leftover," meaning that they have leftover meat on them or 
inside them after the time of eating, render hands impure, just as 
the leftover sacrificial parts themselves render hands impure. Since 
the bones have become a base for an intrinsically prohibited 
object," they are treated in the same manner as the prohibited object 
itself. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following expression 
in the mishna supports him: The bones, and the sinews, and the 
leftover should be burned on the sixteenth of Nisan. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which these 
bones must be burned? If we say that there is no marrow in them, 
why must they be burned? We should discard them, as the Torah 
requires that leftover parts of offerings be burned only when they 
are edible. Rather, it is obvious that we are dealing with bones that 
have marrow in them. The marrow is part of the meat of the offering, 
and in other offerings one would have broken the bones in order to 
eat the marrow. 


Granted, if you say that an item that serves as a base or container 
for leftover is something significant and becomes disqualified in the 
same manner as the leftover themselves, because of this it needs 
burning like the leftover itself. But if you say that serving as a base 
for leftover is nothing significant, why do these bones need to be 
burned? Let us break them, and remove their marrow, and burn 
the marrow, and discard the bones. Rather, must one not conclude 
from it that serving as a base for leftover is something significant, 
and the bones themselves become prohibited and impart ritual 
impurity due to their consecrated contents? 


Say in refutation of this proof: No. Actually, I could say to you that 
serving as a base for leftover is nothing significant, and the tanna 
of the mishna holds that the prohibition stated in the Torah: “And 
you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 12:46), applies even to a 
disqualified" Paschal lamb. The prohibition to break the bones of 
the Paschal lamb applies even when the Paschal lamb itself may no 
longer be eaten. Thus, the bones must be burned because there is no 
way to extract the marrow. They are not burned because they them- 
selves have served as a base for the leftover marrow. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at the previous answer: Can it enter 
your mind to say that the prohibition applies even to a disqualified 
Paschal lamb? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: But one who leaves over 
part of a pure Paschal lamb or one who breaks the bone of a ritu- 
ally impure Paschal lamb does not receive forty lashes, which in- 
dicates that the Torah prohibition to break a bone applies only to a 
Paschal lamb that is still valid? The Gemara responds: This is not 
difficult. Here, when the mishna indicates that it is prohibited to 
break even the bone of a disqualified Paschal lamb, it is referring to 
a case where it had a time when it was valid, such as leftover sacri- 
ficial meat, which was valid before it was left over, and the prohibi- 
tion therefore became relevant when it was valid. There, when the 
other mishna stated that the prohibition does not apply, it is referring 
to sacrificial meat that did not have a time when it was valid. 


The Gemara adds: And who is the tanna who differentiates be- 
tween a Paschal lamb that had a time when it was valid and one 

that did not have a time when it was valid? It is Rabbi Ya’akov, as 

it was taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And you shall not break 
a bone in it,” and the emphasis of the expression “in it” teaches that 

the prohibition applies only to a valid Paschal lamb and not to a 

disqualified one. Rabbi Ya’akov says: If an offering had a time when 

it was valid and then became disqualified, it is subject to the pro- 
hibition of breaking a bone; if it did not have any time when it was 

valid, it is not subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. Rabbi 

Shimon says: With regard to both this and that, whether the offer- 
ing was valid at some point or not, once it becomes disqualified it is 

not subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. 


HALAKHA 


Bones of offerings that served as a base for left- 
over — IN www Dw Ip Miaxy: Bones of offerings 
that are part of the leftover sacrificial meat can cause 
ritual impurity just like the leftover itself. Therefore, if 
one touches a bone that contains leftover marrow 
or the bone of an offering disqualified due to piggul, 
he becomes ritually impure, even if the bone is com- 
pletely whole (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 8:4). 


Breaking the bones of a disqualified Paschal lamb — 
byppa ayy npaw: Even if a Paschal lamb becomes dis- 
qualified ‘through ritual impurity or because it was 
aken out of Jerusalem, the prohibition against break- 
ing a bone still applies. However, this is true only if 
it was initially valid. If it was disqualified from the start, 
he prohibition against breaking a bone does not 
apply. Apparently, the Rambam ruled in this manner 
because this halakha is subject to a dispute among 
he tanna‘im and the opinion of the first, anonymous 
tanna is in accordance with that of Rabbi Ya'akov in 
he Gemara (Kesef Mishne). In addition, this seems 
o be the assumption of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:6). 


NOTES 


A base for a prohibited object - 1X7 aa) DDI: 

The principle of a base for a prohibited “obj ect is rel- 
evant to several different areas of halakha. In the 
halakhot of Shabbat, it applies to an item that serves 
as a base for a different object that is set-aside [muktze] 
and may not be moved. With regard to ritual purity, the 
entire tractate of Uktzin is concerned with items that 
are not ritually impure in and of themselves but serve 
as handles for ritually impure items. If one picks up the 
impure item by the handle, the handle and the impure 
item are viewed as a single unit, and the handle itself 
is also considered impure. 
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HALAKHA 

Burning the bones of sacrifices - Dwtp ninyy now: 
One is not required to burn bones of offerings that no lon- 
ger contain marrow. The exception is the bones from the 
Paschal lamb, which must be burned to prevent possible 
transgression of the prohibition against breaking them. 
The Rambam ruled in accordance with Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak that the case is one in which the person finds the 
bones broken. Apparently, this is also the explanation of 
the Ra‘avad (Kesef Mishne). In the case of other offerings, 
it is probable that the marrow was removed before it be- 
came leftover. However, this assumption cannot be made 
with regard to the Paschal lamb. Therefore, its bones are 
considered to have served as a base for leftover sacrificial 
meat (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:2 
and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9). 


Perek VII 
Daf 83 Amud b 


NOTES 

They do not require burning - 79w va xr: In general, 
it is not permitted to rely on a presumption when it is pos- 
sible to check the facts and arrive at a definite conclusion. 
Why, then, aren't the bones examined to make sure that 
they have been cracked open in order to facilitate removal 
of their marrow? The answer is that there is significant 
effort entailed in checking each bone (Melo HaRojim). Ad- 
ditionally, even if the bones have been cracked open, this 
is not a definitive indication that the marrow was removed 
before it became leftover. Consequently, the Sages relied 
on the presumption. 
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The Gemara raises an objection based on what was taught in 
the following baraita: No bones of offerings require burning 
except for the bones of the Paschal lamb, due to the possibil- 
ity that leaving the bones around will lead to a mishap because 
one may eventually transgress the prohibition of breaking the 
bones. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which 
these bones must be burned? If we say we are dealing with a 
case where there is no marrow in the bones, why must they 
be burned? They should simply be discarded. Rather, it is obvi- 
ous that there is marrow in them. And if it should enter your 
mind that serving as a base for leftover meat of an offering is 
something significant, why do bones of other offerings not 
require burning? They are serving as a base for the leftover 
marrow in them. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: With what are we dealing 
here? We are dealing with a special case where one finds bones 
from which the marrow had already been removed. Therefore, 
there is room to differentiate between the different cases: With 
regard to bones of other offerings, to which the prohibition of 
breaking a bone does not apply, one may presume that before 
they became leftover one removed the marrow from them and 
ate it. Therefore, these bones were not serving as a base for 
leftover sacrificial meat, and they do not require burning and 
may be discarded." 


On the other hand, bones of the Paschal lamb, to which the 
prohibition of breaking a bone does apply, were certainly not 
broken while the prohibition applied; rather, it was after they 
became leftover that one removed the marrow from them, 
when the prohibition of breaking a bone no longer applied, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon above. In that case, the 
bones temporarily served as a base for leftover sacrificial meat, 
and therefore they require burning. 


Rav Zevid said that one can answer in a different way: With 
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case such as 


when one finds them in piles, and he sees that some of them 
have had their marrow removed. If these bones are bones of 
offerings to which the prohibition of breaking a bone does not 
apply, one can assume that the owner removed the marrow 
from all the bones before the marrow became leftover and ate 
it, and they do not require burning." 


On the other hand, with regard to the bones of the Paschal 
lamb, to which the prohibition of breaking a bone does apply, 
perhaps the owner removed the marrow from these, and from 
those he did not remove the marrow, and they require burn- 
ing. Therefore, although one needs to check all the bones of the 
Paschal lamb he finds to ensure that they do not have marrow 
left in them, he does not need to burn them due to the uncon- 
firmed possibility that the marrow was removed after it became 
leftover. The bones would need to be burned only if there was 
still marrow in them or if one knew for certain that they had 
served as a base for leftover sacrificial meat. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: All the sinews in an animal are 
considered like meat. Therefore, one can fulfill his obligation 
to eat the Paschal lamb by eating them and one can register for 
them, except for the sinews of the neck, which are so hard that 
they are not considered meat. 
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We learned in the mishna: The bones, and the sinews, and the 
leftover shall be burned on the sixteenth. The Gemara asks: 
What are the circumstances in which these sinews must be 
burned? If we say they are sinews of meat, let us eat them. Why 
are they burned? And if they are sinews that were left over and 
not eaten for some other reason, they are leftover, so why does 
the mishna list sinews separately? Rather, it is obvious that the 
mishnais referring to sinews of the neck, which are different than 
other sinews and are therefore mentioned separately. 


Granted, if you say they are meat, due to that they require 
burning; but if you say they are not meat, why do they require 
burning? One should simply discard them like other waste. Rav 
Hisda said: The mishna’s mention of sinews is necessary only 
for the sciatic nerve," in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: The prohi- 
bition to eat the sciatic nerve according to Torah law applies only 
to the sciatic nerve in one of the animal’s thighs, and not to both, 
and logic dictates that it is the right thigh." However, since there 
is no absolute proof that this is correct, the sciatic nerve must be 
removed from both sides. Although in theory the forbidden sci- 
atic nerve may be discarded and the permitted one may be eaten, 
since there is uncertainty as to which one is permitted, neither of 
them may be eaten. Both must be burned." 


The Gemara asks: Shall we then conclude that Rabbi Yehuda 
was uncertain about which sciatic nerve is forbidden? The Sages 
were unsure whether Rabbi Yehuda was absolutely convinced 
that it is the sciatic nerve from the right side that is forbidden, or 
if he was saying that this would seem likely to be the case, but he 
was not certain. As, if it were clear to him that it is the sciatic 
nerve from the right thigh that is forbidden, the proper procedure 
would be different: The one that is permitted we should eat, and 
the one that is forbidden we should discard. Why should he 


require burning? 


Rav Ika bar Hinnana said, in response to this attempted proof: 
The mishna addresses a case where the two sciatic nerves were 
known, but in the end became mixed together. In other words, 
at first it was known which was the forbidden right nerve and 
which was the permitted left nerve. However, they were then 
mixed together and can no longer be identified. Therefore, due 
to the uncertainty, they must both be burned. 


Rav Ashi said: The mishna’s ruling that the sinews must be 
burned is necessary only with regard to the fat of the sciatic 
nerve, as it was taught in a baraita: The fat around the sciatic 
nerve" is permitted according to Torah law, but the Jewish peo- 
ple are holy" and treat it as forbidden. Since it is permitted ac- 
cording to Torah law, it has the status of meat and may not be 
simply discarded. However, since the Jewish people treat it as 
forbidden, they do not eat it even from the Paschal lamb. There- 
fore, it is left until after the time when the meat may be eaten and 
burned in accordance with the general halakha of leftover. 


The sciatic nerve — mga Pa: The prohibition against consuming 
the sciatic nerve applies to the nerves in both of the animal's 
thighs. The halakha does not accept the minority opinion of 


Rabbi Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 65:5). 


HALAKHA 
The fat around the sciatic nerve - mwan mow iaw: The fat sur- 
rounding the sciatic nerve is permitted, but the Jewish people ac- 


cepted an additional stringency and treat it as forbidden (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 65:8). 


BACKGROUND 

The sciatic nerve — mwan T: In Latin, this nerve is 
known as nervus ischiadicus. It runs down the back of 
the hind leg of an animal. The sciatic nerve is one of the 
parts of a kosher domesticated animal and a kosher non- 
domesticated animal that are prohibited to be consumed 
by Torah law (see Genesis 32:33). In addition to the nerve 
itself, it is prohibited by rabbinic law to eat any of the 
flesh surrounding it or the fat that encloses it. 


Schematic drawing of the sciatic nerve 


NOTES 

The sciatic nerve of the right thigh - par dw TOIT TA: 
The prohibition against consuming the sciatic nerve 
is mentioned in the Torah in the verse: “Therefore the 
children of Israel may not eat the sciatic nerve that is 
upon the hollow of the thigh, until this day; because he 
touched the hollow of Jacob's thigh, in the sciatic nerve” 
(Genesis 32:33). The details of the mitzva are explained 
in Chapter Seven of tractate Hullin. Since the Torah does 
not fully clarify the parameters of the prohibition, the 
tanna‘im disagreed about whether or not it applies to 
all animals and about whether it applies to the nerve 
in only one thigh, since Jacob was struck on only one 
side, or to both. 


The sciatic nerve in the Paschal lamb - npsa nwa 1a: 

The author of the Sha‘agat Arye asked why the positive 
mitzva to eat the Paschal lamb does not supersede the 
prohibition against eating the sciatic nerve, in accor- 
dance with the general principle that positive mitzvot 
supersede negative mitzvot. Some commentaries an- 
swer that the prohibition to eat the sciatic nerve is par- 
ticularly strict because it was already in place before the 
Torah was given. The question is even more acute with 

regard to the fat surrounding the sciatic nerve, which is 
certainly only prohibited by rabbinic decree. It appears 
that in several instances the Sages upheld their decrees 
consistently, even when they conflict with a positive 

mitzva (Sefat Emet). 


The Jewish people are holy - oñ pity ere: Similar 
expressions are used with regard to several halakhot in 
which a matter was not prohibited by Torah law or formal 
rabbinic decree, but nevertheless the Jewish community 
accepted a particular stringency upon itself. Once the 
stringency is accepted by the entire community in this 
manner, it attains the status of a rabbinic decree and 
may not be violated. 
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HALAKHA 


There are two sinews — {71 133W: There are two sin- 
ews in the sciatic nerve. The inner sinew, which passes 
through the entire thigh, is prohibited according to 
Torah law, while the outer one is prohibited by rab- 
binic decree. Both must be removed before the meat 
is consumed, in accordance with the ruling of Shmuel 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 65:8). 


Perek VII 
Daf84 Amuda 


NOTES 


Circumcision would have come through an a fortiori 
inference - mim) bpn.. pn: Even if the circumcision 
was not performed onthe eighth day, its performance 
is still sufficiently important to override the prohibition 
against cutting off leprous spots. Although the Torah 
prohibits removing leprous spots on one’s skin, if such 
a spot appears on the foreskin it is permitted to perform 
the circumcision, although one thereby removes the 
leprosy. The general prohibition with regard to lep- 
rosy is so severe that it overrides the Temple service: 
A priest may not remove a spot of leprosy in order to 
become fit for the Temple service. In addition, certain 
aspects of the Temple service override the prohibitions 
of Shabbat and the Festivals. Therefore, one could have 
derived through a fortiori inference that circumcision 
should override Shabbat and Festivals, even when it is 
performed after the eighth day. 
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Ravina said: This discussion pertains to the outer nerve, and it is in 
accordance with that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, as Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: There are two sinews" in the sciatic 
nerve: The inner sinew that is next to the bone is forbidden according 
to Torah law, and one is liable to be flogged for eating it. The outer 
sinew that is next to the meat is forbidden by rabbinic law, and there- 
fore one is not liable to be flogged for eating it. Since the outer sinew 
is permitted according to Torah law, it attains the status of leftover when 
it is not eaten. 


It was taught in the mishna that if the sixteenth of Nisan occurs on 
Shabbat, the burning of the leftover does not override Shabbat, and they 
are burned on the seventeenth. The Gemara asks: And why isn’t the 
leftover of the Paschal lamb burned on the Festival day itself? The 
positive mitzva to burn the leftover should come and override the 
prohibition that prohibits the performance of labor on Festivals. 


Hizkiya said, and similarly, one of the Sages in the school of Hizkiya 
taught: The verse states: “And you shall not leave any of it until morn- 
ing; and that which remains of it until morning you shall burn with 
fire” (Exodus 12:10). As there is no need for the verse to state “until 
morning,” and repeating that phrase adds nothing to the verse, what is 
the meaning when the verse states “until morning”? It is to give it a 
second morning for its burning. In other words, it comes to teach that 
the mitzva to burn the leftover does not apply on the first morning, i.e., 
the morning of the Festival when they become prohibited to eat, but 
on the second morning, the sixteenth of Nisan. However, when the 
sixteenth falls on Shabbat, the burning is delayed until the seventeenth. 


Abaye said: The reason is because the verse states: “The burnt- 
offering of each Shabbat on its Shabbat in addition to the continual 
burnt-offering and its libation” (Numbers 28:10). This indicates that the 
burnt-offering of Shabbat may be offered on the altar on Shabbat or 
burned if it is disqualified, but not the burnt-offering of a weekday on 
Shabbat, and not the burnt-offering of a weekday on a Festival. It is 
derived from here that one may not burn anything on Shabbat that is 
not an obligation of that day. 


Rava said a different reason: The verse states concerning Festivals: 

“And on the first day there shall be a sacred convocation; no kind of 
labor shall be done on them, save that which every man must eat, only 
that may be done for you” (Exodus 12:16). From this verse one can 
infer the following: That, i.e., the food itself, you may prepare, but you 
may not perform acts that facilitate its preparation, which must be done 
beforehand. The word only is also exclusive; it indicates that only food 
preparation is permitted, 


but not a circumcision that is not at its ideal time. If, for some reason, 
circumcision was not performed on the eighth day after birth, its 
performance at a later date does not override a Festival, because the 
obligation to perform the circumcision is not particular to that specific 
day. This needed to be emphasized. Otherwise, it would have come to 
be derived through an a fortiori inference’ that circumcision does 
override Shabbat and Festivals, based on the fact that it overrides the 
laws of leprosy. Therefore, the Torah emphasized that circumcision 
performed later than the eighth day does not override Festivals. 


Rav Ashi said a different reason that the leftover Paschal lamb is not 
burned on the Festival: The obligation of solemn rest stated with re- 
gard to Festivals is a positive mitzva. Therefore, the halakhot of Festi- 
vals include both a positive mitzva to rest from performing prohibited 
labor and a prohibition to avoid such labor, and a positive mitzva such 
as burning leftover sacrificial meat does not override both a prohibi- 
tion and a positive mitzva. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Sore betas iwa bagan bs ANA 
Sonn TITER TN 


awa bagan b> aa aaan 103 
irgo it ona bax binn 
DYDD WNT:MDD NPY sb- bag 


wa Soren xb II NTD 
bitan 


Dagan ba AAP IT tem xan KYN 
Kw) TI a ba -bry siwa 


pN p35 


Sp ean sm an "yi M2” OX KI] 
bax - xpo Brst wa Soran 
Dios wee) | TI ya TBS 

Din 


siwa DKT bp K177 PM NAN 
ya pna ba Kwa bit 
PALDO DDD WN] -1I TA 

AWII pim paT 


phy nwpT? IBY pT DES 
woh wy noaa pp pana was 
pn a.D yp by pray PR Y 
ons XAT Na iy pana sax 
ana wy pI) prs “WX vp vn 

PS qipa 


b> pn va wp WoT DIN 
aaa boyy Sinan awa bg 
— 197) DDIM DID WKI- TM 
wb- miwpa piw pr bax px 
aa PTI K yt sean: ah nx 
TWI DININ KIT- Maye MD NI 
wa basm mp, pws bin 

schon bina 


MI S H N A Anything that is fit to be eaten in an adult 


ox, whose bones have fully hardened, may 
be eaten ina young kid." One may register for a Paschal offering 
in order to eat any of these parts, and eating any such part is con- 
sidered a fulfillment of the mitzva to eat the Paschal lamb. How- 
ever, any part of the animal that is inedible in an adult ox is not 
considered meat, even if it is soft enough to be eaten in a young 
kid. One may not register for a Paschal offering in order to eat one 
of these parts, and eating it is not a fulfillment of the mitzva to eat 
the Paschal lamb. And the soft ends of the ribs® and the cartilage 
are soft enough to be considered edible and may therefore be 


eaten from the Paschal lamb. 
GEMA Rabba raised a contradiction: We 
learned in the mishna that anything that 
is fit to be eaten in an adult ox may be eaten in a young kid, 
which indicates clearly that anything that is not eaten in an adult 
ox is not eaten even when it comes from a young kid. Say the lat- 
ter clause of the mishna: The ends of the ribs and the cartilage 
of the young kid may be eaten. But these are not eaten in an adult 
ox, because they have already become as hard as bone and are no 
longer edible. 


Rather, it is a dispute between tanna’im, and both opinions are 
mentioned in the mishna, and this is what it is teaching: Any- 
thing eaten in an adult ox may be eaten in a young kid, and 
anything that is not eaten in an adult ox is not eaten in a young 
kid. And some say that even the ends of the ribs and the carti- 
lage are eaten from a young kid, because even these parts of an 
adult ox can be made edible through extensive cooking. 


Rava said: The mishna teaches employing the style: What are 
they, in which the mishna establishes a principle and then pro- 
vides detail, and this is what it is teaching: Anything that is fit 
to be eaten in an adult ox through cooking may be eaten in a 
young kid through roasting, even if this part of an adult ox cannot 
be made edible through roasting. And what are these parts? They 
are the ends of the ribs and the cartilage. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: 
Anything that is fit to be eaten in an adult ox through cooking 
may be eaten in a young kid through roasting; and what are 
these parts? They are the ends of the ribs and the cartilage; and 
the soft sinews are judged as meat. 


It was stated that the Sages disputed the issue of sinews that will 
eventually harden! but are currently soft. Rabbi Yohanan said: 
One may register for them in the Paschal lamb. Reish Lakish 
said: One may not register for them in the Paschal lamb. The 
Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan said that one may register for 
them in the Paschal lamb because we follow the current condi- 
tion of the sinews; since they are edible in their current state, they 
are considered meat. Reish Lakish said that one may not register 
for them in the Paschal lamb because we follow the eventual 
condition of the sinews, and they eventually become inedible. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan: It was 
stated that anything eaten in an adult ox may be eaten in a young 
kid, and what are these parts? They are the ends of the ribs and 
the cartilage. This indicates that with regard to these items, yes, 
they may be eaten; but with regard to sinews that will eventu- 
ally harden, no, they may not. This contradicts the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It taught these, the 
ends of the ribs and the cartilage, and the same is true for those, 
i.e, the same halakha applies to sinews that will eventually harden. 
What is the reason that people may register for these, the ends 
of the ribs and the cartilage? It is because they are eaten in 
an adult ox through cooking. These, too, the sinews that will 
eventually harden, are eaten in an adult ox through cooking. 


NOTES 


Anything that is eaten in an adult ox may be eaten ina 
young kid — ppa Dave Sita viwa baga ba: There are 
three opinions with regard to the halakhic ramifications of 
the mishna’s ruling. Rashi explains that whatever is con- 
sidered meat in an adult ox is considered meat in a young 
kid. Indeed, one can register for it and fulfill the mitzva to 
consume the Paschal lamb by eating it. The Rambam and 
the author of the Me'iri assert that this halakha was stated 
with regard to the prohibition to break the bones of the Pas- 
chal lamb: Any part of an adult ox that is edible after being 
well cooked, such as the ends of the ribs and the cartilage, 
is not considered a bone; therefore, it is permitted to chew 
or otherwise break that part of the Paschal lamb. The view 
of the Ra'avad is that this ruling was stated with regard to 
leftover. It is prohibited to leave over any part of the meat, 
which includes any part that is edible in an adult ox. 


HALAKHA 


Anything that is eaten in an adult ox may be eaten ina 
young kid — Jag ta base bian awa baga dp: Any part 
of an adult ox that can be eaten after extensive cooking 
may be eaten from a young kid after it has been roasted, in 
accordance with the view of Rava, who is the last autho- 
rity quoted in the Gemara on this issue (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:9). 


Sinews that will eventually harden - miwpmd piov pps: 
Soft sinews that will eventually harden are not considered 
meat, and one may not register for that part of a Paschal 
lamb. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Reish Lakish because Rabbi Yohanan agreed with his view 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:10). 


BACKGROUND 
The ends of the ribs - DDD x7: 
Sml ribs 


Ends inf shee: riled. 


Diagram of the location of the ends of the ribs in a bovine 
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NOTES 
The contradiction within the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan — ppi 13719373 YODI: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is stated that Reish Lakish also seems to con- 
radict himself (Tosafot). The answer given there is that 
he opinions should be switched, which would resolve 
he difficulties. 


Was not concerned for his flour - mmap? vn xb: 
Elsewhere, Rashi explains the phrase metaphorically: 
The person grinds without paying attention to his final 
product, as if to say that the one continuously utters 
words that are incorrect. Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
hat the person does not care about the flour he eats, 
which is wasted because he does not study Torah prop- 
erly. Although he spends money on food, he still does 
not achieve Torah knowledge. 


Breaking the bone of a Paschal lamb - oxy npaw 
mba: Several commentaries explain that the rationale 
for the prohibition of breaking the bones of the Paschal 
lamb is to demonstrate that the Paschal lamb is con- 
sumed in the manner of free, prominent people. Such 
people do not bother to break the bones of the meat 
they eat, because they are not that hungry and would 
rather not take the trouble to do so. 

Some commentaries ask why the Torah’s statement: 
“And you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 12:46) is 
interpreted as a mitzva. Perhaps it is permission not to 
break the bones in order to remove the marrow, al- 
though one is prohibited from leaving over meat from 
the Paschal lamb. The answer is based on the phrase 
“in itf which provides emphasis. Indeed, the emphasis 
makes sense only if the phrase: "And you shall not break 
a bone in it;’is meant as a new prohibitive mitzva (7zon 
Kodashim; Sha'ar HaMelekh; see Melo HaRo'im). 


A prohibition that can be rectified by a positive 
mitzva — apy prt wh: Rashi explains (Makkot 14b) 
that when a positive mitzva takes effect after a prohibi- 
tion has been violated, the positive mitzva itself is in lieu 
of the punishment for the transgression. It rectifies the 
transgression and obviates the need for punishment. 
Consequently, the court does not impose a punishment 
upon the person for his transgression. 


A prohibition that does not involve an action — wh 
ngyn ia pW: This is a Torah prohibition that is trans- 
gressed by thought or speech and which does not 
involve a physical act, e.g., the prohibition against hat- 
ing one's fellow man or bearing a grudge against him 
(see Leviticus 19:17-18). Generally, punishment is not 
administered for violating a prohibition of this kind; 
however, an exception is made in the following cases: 
One who curses another or himself by the name of God 
and one who attempts to substitute another animal for 
a sacrificial animal. 


HALAKHA 
One who breaks the bone of a Paschal lamb that is 
ritually pure — 1a 32w77: One who breaks the bone 
of a ritually pure Paschal lamb is flogged for having 
violated a Torah prohibition, as stated in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:1). 


One who leaves over part of a ritually pure Paschal 
lamb - ‘tea nia: One who leaves over a portion 
of a ritually pure Paschal lamb is not flogged, although 
he violated a Torah law, because this prohibition can be 
rectified by a positive mitzva (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:11). 


One who breaks the bone of a ritually impure Paschal 
lamb — xaya Tiwi: One who breaks the bone of a 
ritually impure Paschal lamb is not flogged (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:1). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Avin: When you go before Rabbi Ab- 
bahu, raise the following contradiction to him: Did Rabbi Yohanan 

actually say: With regard to sinews that will eventually harden, peo- 
ple may register for them in the Paschal lamb, which would appar- 
ently indicate that we go according to the current condition of the 

sinews? But Reish Lakish asked Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to the 

hide of the head of a young calf, which is still edible, what is the 

halakha with regard to the possibility of it becoming ritually impure 

as a food? Do we view it as a food and apply the rules of ritual impu- 
rity of foods, or do we view it as a hide? And he said to him: It does 

not become ritually impure. Apparently, we go according to the 

eventual condition of the hide, which contradicts Rabbi Yohanan’s 

own opinion with regard to sinews." 


When Rabbi Avin came before Rabbi Abbahu and asked him this 
question, Rabbi Abbahu said to him: Whoever asked you this ques- 
tion was not concerned for his flour," meaning he did not carefully 
consider what he said. Rabbi Yohanan retracted his opinion in this 
regard in favor of the opinion of Reish Lakish, and Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him, at the end of their discussion on the topic: Do not trouble 
me by asking a question based on a mishna that seems to prove that 
we follow the current state of the hide, as I teach it in the singular. 
That mishna, on which I previously relied, is the opinion of one Sage 
and should not be relied upon. This proves that Rabbi Yohanan 
changed his mind and concluded that the status of parts of the animal 
is established based on their eventual condition. The opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan with regard to the Paschal lamb was stated before he changed 


his mind. 

MI S H N One who breaks the bone of a Paschal lamb 
that is ritually pure" receives forty lashes for 

having violated a prohibition stated in the Torah." But one who leaves 

over part of a ritually pure Paschal lamb" and one who breaks the 

bone of a ritually impure Paschal lamb" do not receive forty lashes. 


GE M ARA The Gemara analyzes the mishna’s rulings: 


Granted, one who leaves over part of a ritu- 
ally pure Paschal lamb is not flogged for having violated Torah law. 
There is good reason for this, as it was taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “And you shall not leave any of it until morning; and that 
which remains of it until morning you shall burn with fire” (Exodus 
12:10). The verse comes to provide a positive mitzva to burn the 
leftover after the prohibition against leaving it over, to say that one 
is not flogged because any prohibition that can be rectified by the 
performance of a positive mitzva" does not carry a punishment of 
lashes. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Ya’akov says: This is not for that reason. Rather, it is because 
itis a prohibition that does not involve an action." The transgression 
is simply the failure to consume all the meat during the allotted time 
rather than the performance of an action. And one is not flogged for 
any prohibition that does not involve an action. But with regard to one 
who breaks the bone ofa ritually impure Paschal lamb, from where 
do we derive that he, too, does not receive lashes? The Gemara answers 
that the source is as the verse states: “In one house shall it be eaten; 
you shall not remove any of the meat from the house to the outside, 
and you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 12:46). It may be in- 
ferred that the prohibition applies “in it,” in a valid Paschal lamb, and 
not in a disqualified one. 


The Sages taught with regard to that same topic: “And you shall not 
break a bone in it”; the prohibition applies in it, i.e., in a valid Paschal 
lamb and not in a disqualified one. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that 
this halakha should be learned in the following manner: It states: “In 
one house shall it be eaten,” and shortly thereafter the verse states: 

“And you shall not break a bone in it,” from which one can derive that 
any Paschal lamb fit for eating is subject to the prohibition of break- 
ing a bone, and any Paschal lamb that is not fit for eating is not 
subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
Rabbi Yirmeya said: The practical difference between them is 
with regard to a Paschal lamb that is brought when the majority 
of the nation is in a state of ritual impurity.” According to the 
one who says that the prohibition of breaking a bone applies only 
to a valid Paschal lamb, 


this one is disqualified, and the prohibition does not apply. How- 
ever, according to the one who says that it depends on whether 
the offering is fit for eating, this offering that is brought in a state 
of ritual impurity is also fit for eating, and the prohibition of 
breaking a bone" therefore applies. 


Rav Yosef said: In a case like this, in which the Paschal lamb was 
brought in a state of ritual impurity, everyone agrees that it is not 
subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. This is because 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi only came to be lenient, and this offering 
is disqualified due to the fact that it is ritually impure, despite the 
fact that such an offering is accepted and therefore obligatory. 


Rather, the practical difference between them is with regard to 
a Paschal lamb that had a time when it was valid" and then be- 
came disqualified. According to the one who says that the verse 
should be understood as indicating that the prohibition of break- 
ing a bone applies only to a valid Paschal lamb, this one is valid 
and the prohibition applies. According to the one who says that 
the prohibition applies only to an offering that is fit for eating, it 
is not fit for eating now, and therefore the prohibition does not 


apply. 


Abaye said: In any case like this, everyone agrees that it is not 
subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. What is the rea- 
son? Now, at least, it is disqualified. Rather, the halakha with 
regard to breaking a bone while it is still day on Passover eve is 
the practical difference between them. According to the one 
who says the verse should be understood as applying the prohibi- 
tion to any Paschal lamb that is valid, this one is valid and the 
prohibition applies. According to the one who says the prohibi- 
tion applies to a Paschal lamb that is fit for eating, now it is not 
fit for eating and therefore the prohibition does not yet apply. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
One may register for a Paschal lamb to eat the marrow of the 
head, and one may not register for the purpose of eating the 
marrow of the thigh bone." The Gemara clarifies: What is the 
reason one may register for the marrow of the head? It is since 
one can extract it from inside the head and remove it without 
breaking any of the bones, which is not the case with regard to 
marrow from the thigh bone. And if it should enter your mind 
to say that breaking a bone while it is still day seems well, Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi should hold that we may break the thigh bone 
as well and remove its marrow, and it should be permitted to 
register for it. 


The Gemara responds: Abaye could have said to you: And ac- 
cording to your reasoning, after nightfall there is also a permis- 
sible way to consume the marrow of the thigh bone: We should 
bring a coal, and place it on the bone, and burn it, and remove 
its marrow, and therefore it should be permissible to register for 
it, for it was taught explicitly in a baraita: But one who burns 
bones of the Paschal lamb and one who cuts sinews" do not 
transgress the prohibition of breaking a bone. 


HALAKHA 
A Paschal lamb that is brought when the majority of the 
nation is in a state of ritual impurity — Axa KAT NDS: 
The prohibition of breaking a bone does not apply to a 
Paschal lamb offered when the majority of the nation is in 
a state of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 10:1). 


NOTES 


Breaking a bone - oxy Mpaw: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the 
following additional details of the halakhot of this prohibi- 
tion are recorded: One is liable separately for each bone that 
one breaks. In the Jerusalem Talmud, there is a discussion 
concerning the size of the crack one must make in a bone 
in order to violate the prohibition. There is a debate whether 
any crack that one would notice when running one's finger- 
nail over the bone is considered a break and a violation of 
the prohibition, or whether the prohibition applies only to 
a crack large enough to notice when running one’s finger 
over the bone. 


HALAKHA 


Had a time when it was valid — Wwiat nyw b mina: A 
Paschal lamb that was valid and became disqualified 
remains subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:6). 


One may register for the marrow of the head, and one 
may not register for the marrow of the thigh bone — p23 
mapa min by pana pg) waw min by: One may register 
for a Paschal lamb in order to consume the marrow of the 
head, but not in order to eat the marrow from the thigh 
bone, because it cannot be removed in a manner that will 
ensure that no bone is broken (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:10). 


One who burns bones and one who cuts sinews — qii 
pPaa JANN Niayya: Burning the bones of a Paschal lamb 
and cutting its sinews are not considered violations of the 
prohibition of breaking a bone (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:5). 
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NOTES 

Due to ruining sacrificial food — DWP 1037 Dwn: Several 
commentaries ask why Rava is concerned about the possibility 
of burning some of the marrow. If the bone is not opened, all 
of the marrow will go to waste. Indeed, it is clear from several 
sources that in that case it is permitted to ruin some of the 
consecrated food in order to save the rest. Some commentaries 
explain that the reason is that one would be actively ruining the 
marrow, while otherwise it would go to waste on its own (Avnei 
Nezer, see also Shoel UMeshiv; Hagahot Maharsham). 


HALAKHA 
Breaking a bone while it is still day - Di Tiyan oxy npaw: 
One who breaks a bone of the Paschal lamb during the day of 


Passover eve is liable to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:1). 


Breaking a bone when it is raw — X22 oyy7 nYaw: One who 
breaks a bone from a Paschal lamb that i is stil raw is liable to 
be flogged (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:6). 


Breaking the tail - men maw: One who breaks the tail of 
he Paschal lamb is not liable to be flogged, since it is not fit for 
human consumption. The Rambam ruled in accordance with 
he opinion of Rav Ashi, who was a later amora (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:7). 


A limb upon which there is not an olive-bulk of meat - 32% 


wa nD voy pxw: One is not liable to be flogged for break- 


ing a bone that has neither an olive-bulk of meat on it nor an 
olive-bulk of marrow inside it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 10:3). 
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Rather, what have you to say in order to explain why one may 
not remove the marrow from the thigh bone by burning the 

bone? It must be due to a rabbinic prohibition. Why did the 

Sages enact this prohibition? Abaye said: It is because the heat 
might cause the bone to burst at a location other than where the 

coal is placed, which would be considered breaking rather than 

burning. Rava said: It is due to ruining sacrificial food," as one 

who burns a hole in the bone ruins it actively because it is pos- 
sible that the fire will consume some of its marrow. Similarly, 
breaking a bone while it is still day" is also prohibited due to 

rabbinic decree. The Sages prohibited the breaking a bone while 

it still day due to the concern lest one do so after dark. 


Rav Pappa said: With regard to any case like this, everyone 

agrees it is subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. What 

is the reason? It is because at night it will be fit for eating. Rath- 
er, it is with regard to a portion of a limb that has gone out of 
its permissible boundary and thereby become disqualified that 
they disagree. In such an instance, one removes the disqualified 

part in order to be able to eat the rest, and the Sages disagree 

about whether one may cut the bone. According to the one who 

said that the verse limits the prohibition of breaking a bone to a 

Paschal lamb that is valid, this one is valid, and it is therefore 

prohibited to break a bone. And according to the one who said 

the prohibition applies to any Paschal lamb that is fit for eating, 
this one is not fit for eating, and it should therefore be permitted 

to break its bones. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, says: If a portion of a limb has gone 
out of its permissible boundary and one broke it, one has not 
transgressed. It is not subject to the prohibition of breaking a 
bone. This is in accordance with the view that the prohibition of 
breaking bones applies only to a Paschal lamb that is fit for eating. 


Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: With regard to any case like 
this, everyone agrees that it is not subject to the prohibition of 
breaking a bone, as this limb is disqualified and not merely 
unfit for eating. Rather, breaking a bone ofa Paschal lamb when 
it is not yet fully roasted and still raw" is the practical difference 
between them. According to the one who said the prohibition 
applies only to a Paschal lamb that is valid, this one is valid, and 
it is therefore prohibited to break a bone. And according to the 
one who said the prohibition applies to any Paschal lamb that is 
fit for eating, the prohibition does not apply to this offering 
because now it is not fit for eating. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Any case like this is subject to 
the prohibition of breaking a bone. What is the reason? It is 
because it is still considered fit for eating, since one can roast 
it and eat it. Rather, breaking a bone in the tail" is the practical 
difference between them. According to the one who says the 
prohibition applies to any Paschal lamb that is valid, this one 
is valid and the prohibition applies. According to the one who 
says the prohibition applies to any Paschal lamb that is fit for 
eating, this is not fit for eating, as the tail is consecrated to God, 
meaning that it is burned on the altar. 


Rav Ashi said: A case like this is certainly not subject to the 
prohibition of breaking a bone, as the tail is certainly not fit for 
eating at all. Rather, the case of a limb upon which there is not 
an olive-bulk of meat" is the practical difference between them. 
According to the one who says the prohibition applies to any 
Paschal lamb that is valid, this is valid, and the prohibition ap- 
plies. According to the one who says the prohibition applies to 
any Paschal lamb that is fit for eating, we require the minimal 
measure of meat that would constitute an act of eating, and 
there is not enough meat on this bone; therefore, the prohibition 
does not apply. 
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Ravina said: Any case like this is not subject to the prohibition of 
breaking a bone, as we require the minimal measure of meat that 
would constitute an act of eating. Rather, the case of a limb upon 
which there is not an olive-bulk of meat in this place and there is 
an olive-bulk of meat in another place is the practical difference 
between them. According to the one who says the prohibition 
applies to any Paschal lamb that is valid, this one is valid, and it is 
prohibited to break a bone. According to the one who says the 
prohibition applies to any Paschal lamb that is fit for eating, we 
require the minimal measure of meat that would constitute an act 
of eating in the place of the break, and there is not enough meat 
there. Therefore, the prohibition of breaking a bone does not apply. 


The Gemara points out that it was taught in a baraita in accordance 
with four of the interpretations cited above. As it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The verse “In one house 
shall it be eaten...and you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 
12:46) teaches that one is liable for breaking the bone of a valid 
Paschal lamb, and one is not liable for breaking the bone of a dis- 
qualified Paschal lamb. 


If it had a time in which it was valid and it became disqualified at 
the time of eating, it is not subject to the prohibition of breaking 
a bone. This supports the opinion of Rav Yosef. 


If it has the minimal measure of meat that would constitute an act 
of eating, it is subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone; if it 
does not have the minimal measure of meat necessary to constitute 
an act of eating, it is not subject to the prohibition of breaking a 
bone. This supports the opinion of both Rav Ashi and Ravina. 


That which is fit for the altar, such as the tail, is not subject to the 
prohibition of breaking a bone. This supports the opinion of Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak. 


At the time of eating, it is subject to the prohibition of breaking a 
bone; when it is not the time for eating, it is not subject to the 
prohibition of breaking a bone. This supports the opinion of Abaye. 


It was stated that the amora’im argued about the following matter: 
In the case of a limb upon which there is not an olive-bulk of meat 
in this place in which one breaks the bone," and there is an olive- 
bulk of meat in a different place, has one violated the prohibition 
of breaking a bone? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is subject to the pro- 
hibition of breaking a bone. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: It is 
not subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a bara- 
ita: The verse states: “And you shall not break a bone in it,” which 
indicates that the prohibition applies to both a bone upon which 
there is an olive-bulk of meat and a bone upon which there is not 
an olive-bulk of meat. What is the meaning of the phrase: Upon 
which there is not an olive-bulk of meat? If we say that it does not 
have an olive-bulk of meat on it at all, it is not fit for eating at all. 
Why, then, is it subject to the prohibition against breaking a bone? 
Rather, is it not true that this is what it is saying: The prohibition 
applies both to a bone upon which there is an olive-bulk of meat 
in this place, and to a bone upon which there is not an olive-bulk 
of meat in this place and there is an olive-bulk of meat in a differ- 
ent place? This poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish. 


He said to him: 


HALAKHA 


Breaking a bone at a place where there is no meat — xo maw the bone, one is liable to be flogged. In general, the halakha is in 


wa Dipna: If one breaks a bone in a place that does not have an 
olive-bulk of meat, but there is an olive-bulk of meat elsewhere on 


accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan when he disagrees 
with Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:3). 
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HALAKHA 
An olive-bulk of meat on the inside - wa n> 
54/9: Any bone of the Paschal lamb that has an 
olive-bulk of meat or marrow may not be broken 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:3). 


Piggul and leftover sacrificial meat render hands 
impure — DPI NY PRAVA WIT Sawant: The Sages 
decreed that leftover sacrificial meat and an offering 
disqualified as piggul have the status of first-degree 
ritual impurity. If one’s hands touch an egg-bulk of 
these types of meat, one’s hands become impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 
8:3). 


NOTES 


The positive mitzva comes and overrides the pro- 
hibition - nwyn x AND nwy xI: This is a general 
halakhic principle that has broad application, but with 
certain qualifications. For example, the principle ap- 
plies only when one violates the prohibition at the 
same time that one fulfills the positive mitzva. The 
halakhic midrash cited in this context proves that the 
principle is inapplicable in this instance, but not be- 
cause the positive mitzva would have to override a 
prohibition expressed in two different places. Rather, 
the reason is due to the unnecessary verse concerning 
the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. This extra verse 
is meant to neutralize the general principle that the 
positive mitzva takes precedence over the prohibition. 


Piggul and leftover sacrificial meat - niam Diwar: 

Some texts add the words: And a ritually i impure of- 
fering. The Jerusalem Talmud serves as the basis for 
interpreting this added phrase: The different forms of 
disqualified offerings combine with regard to the legal 
measure required to impart ritual impurity. Therefore, 
the Gemara states that an offering disqualified by im- 
proper intention [piggul], leftover sacrificial meat, and 
ritually impure sacrificial meat all combine to equal 
the legal measure of meat necessary to impart ritual 
impurity to a person's hand. 


Priests who were suspected — 73113 ‘wn: Some 
commentaries explain that if priests were to touch 
the offering disqualified by piggul, they might be 
suspected by others of wanting to eat it, which is a 
transgression that incurs the punishment of karet. 
Therefore, the Sages decreed that an offering disquali- 
fied through piggul be considered ritually impure, to 
prevent priests from touching it (Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Arukh). The author of the Or Same'ah explains that 
priests who disqualified an offering through improper 
intent might not inform the owner of the offering, due 
to embarrassment or for some other reason. Instead, 
they would simply allow the meat to become leftover. 
Consequently, the Sages decreed that the meat be 
considered ritually impure in order to encourage the 
priests to burn it quickly. 


Lazy priests - 731713 ogy: One commentary explains 
that the priests were lazy about burning the meat 
once it became leftover. The decree was meant to 
encourage them to burn it as soon as possible. 
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No, that is not what it means to say. Rather, this is what it is saying: It 
is prohibited to break both a bone upon which there is an olive-bulk 
of meat on the outside and a bone upon which there is not an olive- 
bulk of meat on the outside, but there is an olive-bulk of meat, i.e., 
bone marrow, on the inside" at the place of the break. 


And asa proof, the Gemara cites that which was taught in a baraita with 
regard to the verse: “And you shall not break a bone in it” (Exodus 
12:46). This prohibition includes both a bone in which there is marrow 
and a bone in which there is no marrow. How do I establish the 
positive mitzva expressed in the verse: “And they shall eat the meat on 
that night” (Exodus 12:8)? It is to be fulfilled exclusively with meat that 
is on the bone. 


Or perhaps it means only that the positive mitzva also applies to the 
marrow meat that is inside the bone. And if so, how do I establish 
the prohibition: And you shall not break a bone in it? It is referring 
specifically to a bone that does not have marrow. However, in the 
case of a bone that does have marrow, one may break and eat the 
marrow. And do not be surprised that one may violate the prohibition 
of breaking a bone in order to eat the marrow, as it is possible to say 
that the positive mitzva to eat the meat comes and overrides the 
prohibition” prohibiting one to break a bone, in accordance with the 
general principle that positive mitzvot override negative mitzvot. 


When it says: “They shall leave none of it until the morning, nor break 
a bone in it” (Numbers 9:12), with regard to the Paschal lamb of the 
second Pesah, for which there is no need for the verse to state this 
prohibition, as it is already stated “according to all the statute of the 
Paschal lamb they shall keep it,” which includes the prohibition to 
break a bone, you must say that it is repeated in order to emphasize the 
prohibition and indicate that it applies to both a bone in which there 
is marrow and a bone in which there is no marrow. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the view of Rabbi Shimon ben Lak- 
ish: Ifa portion ofa limb has gone out of its permissible boundary, one 

must cut through the meat until one reaches the bone, and then peel 

the meat that did not go out of the boundary away from the bone until 

one reaches the joint, and cut off the limb. One then eats the meat that 
has been detached from the bone and discards the bone and the portion 

of the limb that went out of the appropriate location. 


And if you say that a limb upon which there is not an olive-bulk of 
meat in this place but there is an olive-bulk of meat in a different place 
is not subject to the prohibition of breaking a bone, why do I need 
the halakha requiring one to peel the meat until he reaches the joint 
and then cut off the bone? Let him peel a little bit from the section of 
bone that adjoins the portion that went out of the boundary and break 
the bone once there is no meat at the location of the break. 


Abaye said: One may not do this, due to a concern that the entire bone 
will crack, including a part of the bone that has meat on it. Ravina said: 
This ruling was stated with regard to a thigh bone, which has a large 
amount of marrow in it. It cannot be broken even if one peels away the 
meat from the location of the break. 


We learned in a mishna there, at the end of the tractate: Piggul and 
leftover sacrificial meat" render hands impure" due to rabbinic edict, 
although they are not ritually impure by Torah law. Rav Huna and Rav 
Hisda disagreed with regard to the reason for this. One said: The reason 
is due to priests, who were suspected" of purposely disqualifying the 
offerings of people they disliked via improper intentions. The Sages 
decreed that the disqualified offerings immediately render the hands of 
the priest impure as a penalty. And one said: The reason is due to lazy 
priests." The decree is meant to stop them from allowing offerings to 
go uneaten. 
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The Gemara explains that they do not really argue: One Sage teaches 
his reason with regard to piggul, and the other Sage teaches his reason 
with regard to leftover sacrificial meat. The one who teaches the 
reason with regard to piggul says: The decree is due to priests sus- 
pected of purposely disqualifying offerings via improper intentions, 
as an offering only becomes piggul through intent. And the one who 
teaches the reason with regard to leftover sacrificial meat says: It is 
due to lazy priests who would not eat the meat. 


One Sage teaches that this ritual impurity applies to meat in the 
amount of an olive-bulk, and the other Sage teaches that the mini- 
mum amount of meat necessary for the decree to apply is an egg-bulk. 
The Gemara explains: The reason for the one who teaches that the 
minimum amount of meat necessary for the decree to apply is an olive- 
bulkis that the decree is like its prohibition; one violates the prohibi- 
tion to eat piggul or leftover sacrificial meat only when one eats an ol- 
ive-bulk. And the one who teaches that the decree applies only when 
there is an egg-bulk of meat reasons that it is like its ritual impurity; 
by Torah law, only an egg-bulk of food can impart ritual impurity. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to sacrificial meat 
that has gone out of its permitted boundaries, did the Sages decree 
that it attains ritual impurity or not? Do we say that a decree had to 
be made with regard to leftover sacrificial meat, as the priests would 
come to be lazy about it and not eat it; but with regard to sacrificial 
meat that has gone out there is no reason for concern, because priests 
would not actively take it out ofits boundaries and thereby disqualify 
it, and therefore the Sages did not decree that it be considered ritu- 
ally impure? Or perhaps it is no different, as the Sages decreed that 
all disqualified sacrificial meat be considered ritually impure, so that 
the people handling it would do so with greater care. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this dilemma based 
on the following mishna: If a portion of a limb has gone out of its 
permissible boundary, one must cut through the meat until one 
reaches the bone, and then peel the meat away from the bone until 
one reaches the joint, and cut off the limb. And if you say the Sages 
decreed ritual impurity on sacrificial meat that has gone out of its 
boundary, when one cuts it, what has been accomplished? The por- 
tion that has gone out renders impure the rest of the sacrificial meat 
through contact. 


The Gemara answers: It is a case of ritual impurity in a concealed 
place, as the part that has gone out would impart ritual impurity to the 
portion that has not gone out due to the contact they make underneath 
the skin, which is concealed from view; and the principle is that ritual 
impurity in a concealed place" does not render other objects impure. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Ravina, who said 
that connections between two pieces of food are not considered true 
connections and are comparable to foods that are separate, and 
therefore it cannot be considered ritual impurity in a concealed place, 
what is there to say? They touch each other, and one imparts ritual 
impurity to the other. The Gemara answers: Rather, according to his 
opinion, this must be explained differently: According to the one who 
teaches that the decree applies only when there is an olive-bulk of 
meat, the mishna may be addressing a case in which it does not have 
an olive-bulk of meat. And according to the one who teaches that the 
decree applies only when there is an egg-bulk of meat, the mishna may 
be addressing a case in which it does not have an egg-bulk of meat. 


NOTES 


Ritual impurity in a concealed place - Dano Nx: There is a 


not impart ritual impurity, just as a dead fetus in its mother’s womb 


general principle that concealed ritual impurity does not render other cannot impart ritual impurity. The carcass of a kosher bird is an excep- 
items impure. For example, a ritually impure item in one’s mouth can- tion to this rule and has unique halakhot pertaining to it in this regard. 
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HALAKHA 

A Paschal lamb that was removed from of the location of 
its group — inama xxv mds: If meat from a Paschal lamb 
is taken out of the area in which its group is sitting, it may no 
longer be eaten. It is treated like other sacrificial meat that is 
taken out of its boundary. It must be burned, and one who 
eats it is liable to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 9:2). 


Meat that goes out of its location from the Paschal lamb — 
nDa3 xyi: A Paschal lamb that is taken out of the location 

where its group is eating it may no longer be eaten but remains 

ritually pure. The Sages did not decree ritual impurity, because 

the members of the group are generally zealous in ensuring the 

proper treatment of the offering (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 8:5). 


NOTES 

One who eats it is in violation of a prohibition - 171 boing 
mwyn xha mt: Although the Torah does not explicitly prohibit 
eating sacrificial meat that has been taken out of its boundary, 
a source for this prohibition is derived from the verse: “You 
shall not eat any abominable item” (Deuteronomy 14:3). The 
principle that anything defined as abominable may not be 
eaten is derived from this verse. This means that any food item 
that is produced in a manner that violates halakha may not be 
eaten due to this prohibition (Berakh Moshe). 
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Come and hear a different proof from a baraita: If one removes 

the meat of a Paschal lamb from the location of one group to the 

location of another group, although he violates a prohibition, as 

the Torah prohibits removing the Paschal lamb from the location 

of the group that registered for it, the Paschal lamb remains pure. 
The Gemara seeks to clarify: What, is it not that the meat remains 

pure, and yet it is prohibited to eat it, because a Paschal lamb that 
goes out from the location of one group to that of another group 

is comparable to any offering that goes out of its boundary, and 

it is disqualified? And even so, it is teaching that the meat re- 
mains pure. Apparently, based on this it seems that the Sages did 

not decree ritual impurity on meat that goes out of the location 

of its group. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: No, the baraita should be under- 
stood as teaching that the meat is pure and permitted to be eaten 
because meat that goes from the location of one group to the 
location of another group is not comparable to sacrificial meat 
that goes out of its boundary, and it is not disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t the latter clause of the baraita teach 
that one who eats the meat of a Paschal lamb that was removed 
from the location of its group" is in violation of a prohibition?" 
Granted, according to the one who said that the Sages decreed 
ritual impurity on offerings only when there is at least an egg-bulk, 
the case in this baraita may be one in which there is an olive-bulk, 
which is the minimal measure one must eat to violate the prohibi- 
tion, and there is not an egg-bulk, which is the minimal measure 
necessary for the rabbinic decree of ritual impurity to take effect. 
But according to the one who says that the Sages decreed ritual 
impurity even on an olive-bulk, what is there to say? 


Rather, the previous answers may be withdrawn in favor of the 
following: With regard to meat that goes out of its location that 
is from the Paschal lamb," it is not necessary for us to say 
that the Sages did not decree ritual impurity on it, because it 
is obvious. What is the reason the Sages did not decree it to 
be ritually impure? It is because the members of the group are 
zealous and are very careful to ensure that the meat remains in 
its proper location, making it unnecessary to penalize those who 
allow the meat to leave the location of its group. Rather, when 
this question was asked, it was with regard to other sacrificial 
meat that has gone out of its boundary. What is the halakha? The 
Gemara does not have an answer to this question and concludes: 
Let it stand unresolved. 


The Gemara questions the source of a halakha mentioned above: 
And with regard to one who carries out meat from the Paschal 
lamb 


from the location of its group to the location of another group, 
from where is it derived that he has violated a prohibition? As it 
was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “In one house 
shall it be eaten; you shall not carry out any of the meat from 
the house to the outside” (Exodus 12:46), I have derived only 
that it is prohibited to remove meat from house to house; from 
where do I derive that it is prohibited even to transfer the meat 
from group to group within one house? The verse states: To the 
outside, which includes any case in which one brings the meat 
outside of the place where it may be eaten. 
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Rabbi Ami said: One who carries out the meat of the Paschal lamb 

from the location of one group to another group is not liable until he 

places the meat in the location of the second group. The reason for this 

is that the term carrying outis written about it, as the Torah says: “You 

shall not carry out,” which is similar to the prohibited labor of the same 

name pertaining to Shabbat. Therefore, just as when it comes to Shab- 
bat one is not liable for carrying from one domain to another until he 

performs an act of lifting from one domain and placing in the other 
domain, so too, here also one is not liable until he performs an act of 
lifting the meat from the location of one group and placing it in the 

location of another group." 


Rabbi Abba bar Mammal raised an objection based upon the halakha 

that those who remove the inner sin-offerings from the Temple become 

ritually impure. A baraita with regard to that halakha teaches as follows: 
If those carrying the inner sin-offerings" were carrying them on poles," 

and those in front already went outside the wall around the Temple 

courtyard, and those in the rear had not yet gone out, the ones in front 

nonetheless immediately cause their garments to become ritually 
impure, and the ones in the rear do not cause their garments to be- 
come ritually impure until they also leave. This proves that the people 

carrying these offerings become impure immediately. But the meat has 

not yet been placed outside the courtyard, so why should it already be 

considered to have been taken out? 


He raised the objection and he resolved it: The baraita addresses a 
case in which the people are dragging the offerings, and therefore as 
soon as they leave the courtyard the offerings are considered to have 
been placed on the ground. 


MI S H NA Ifa portion ofa limb has gone out" of its permis- 


sible boundary, one must cut the meat until one 
reaches the bone at the point that separates between the part of the 
limb that went out of its boundary and the part that did not, and then 
peel the meat away from the bone until one reaches the joint, and cut 
off the limb at the joint, as it is prohibited to break the bone itself. And 
with regard to other offerings, one may chop off the part that exited 
with a hatchet, as it is not subject to the prohibition of breaking a 
bone. 


How does one determine the outer boundaries ofa particular location? 
Anything that is located from the inside of the doorway™ inward 
is considered as though it is inside, and anything that is located from 
the doorway outward is considered as though it is outside." And 
the windows in the wall and the thickness of the wall are considered 
as though they are inside, such that an offering is considered to have 


exited the premises only if it is taken outside the wall. 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: And the hala- 


GE MA kha is similar with regard to prayer," in that a 


one who is standing outside the doorway cannot be included together 
with those praying inside. The Gemara notes that Rav disagrees with 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Even a 
barrier of iron™ does not separate between the Jewish people and 
their Father in Heaven. Barriers are irrelevant with regard to prayer. 


NOTES 


The inner sin-offerings — ninman nikun: Some authorities main- 
tain that the halakha distinguishes between removal of the Pas- 
chal lamb and removal of the inner sin-offerings. One is liable for 
removing the Paschal lamb from its proper location only if one lifts 
it up from its original location and places it in a different location, 
similar to the laws of carrying out on Shabbat. However, those who 
remove the inner sin-offerings from the Temple courtyard become 
ritually impure immediately upon leaving the courtyard, even if 
they do not put down the carcass (Me’iri; see Mishne LaMelekh). 


From the doorway, etc. = 1319387 p3: Apparently, this statement 


applies to any case in which the partition around a location de- 
fines that location for a particular halakha. This includes the wall 
around the Temple courtyard, as pertains to the consumption of 
offerings of the most sacred order; the wall around Jerusalem, 
with regard to the consumption of sacrifices of lesser sanctity; 
as well as the walls of each house in which the Paschal lamb is 
eaten (see Meiiri). 


Barrier of iron — na by myn: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is 
stated that blessings and prayers break through barriers, even if 
they are made of iron. 


HALAKHA 

Taking meat from the Paschal lamb from the 
location of one group to another - myama AKSIT 
ayant: One who takes meat from the Paschal lamb 
from the location of one group to the location of 
another group is flogged. However, he is not liable 
until he sets it down, since the prohibition is only fully 
violated if one lifts up the meat from the location of its 
group and places it in the location of a different group, 
similar to the primary category of labor of carrying out 
on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 9:1). 


They were carrying them on poles — jnix Dhan v 
nivina: Those who removed the inner sin-offerings to 
the place where the burning took place carried them 
on poles. Once the people carrying the front end of 
the pole exited the walls around the Temple courtyard, 
their clothes immediately became impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:5). 


A portion of a limb has gone out - iny pa x¥9v 32X: If 
a portion of a limb of the Paschal lamb gee area 
in which it may be located, one must cut the meat at 
the place where the limb exited until one reaches the 
bone, then peel away the meat from the part of the 
limb that did not exit the appropriate location until 
reaching the nearest joint, and then cut off the limb 
at the joint. With regard to other offerings, one may 
simply cut off the portion of the limb that exited the 
appropriate location (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 9:2). 


Inside and outside — ym 039: Anything located in- 
side of the doorway is considered to be inside, while 
anything located in the doorway or outside is consid- 
ered to be outside (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 9:1). 


And the halakha is similar with regard to prayer — 2) 
abvond: All ten members of a prayer quorum must be 
in the same location. One who is standing in a doorway 
is considered to be outside of the room (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 55:13). 


Barrier of iron - bra by myn: With regard to the 
priestly benedictions, even if a wall separates the 
priests from the rest of the congregation, it does not 
prevent the blessings from taking effect (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:24). 


BACKGROUND 
Doorway — 43%: This refers to the width of the doorway 
itself. As the Gemara states, when a wall serves as a 
barrier between two areas of different status, it is not 
always clear what status is applied to the space inside 
the wall. The practical ramification of this concerns the 
doorway in the wall. 


wide of Jaaaj ina wal 


HD91% p: PEREK VII: 85B 121 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Lepers protect themselves under them — py isi 
{ANA paya: During the forty years in the desert, 
the lepers were excluded from all three sections of 
the Israelite camp. Consequently, when the Temple 
was built they were prohibited from entering the 
Temple Mount, the entire city of Jerusalem, or any 
other walled city in Eretz Yisrael, as the latter were 
considered the equivalent of the Israelite camp in the 
desert. Therefore, a leper who finds himself near Jeru- 
salem when it is hot or raining outside has nowhere 
o seek shelter other than under the gates of the city. 


The Gate of Nicanor — 713993 Www: The early commen- 
aries questioned why they could not have sanctified 
he inside of the gate as well and allowed the lepers 
o stand outside the gate and insert their thumbs 
into the space under the gate. They explained that 
he sprinkling of the blood on their thumbs needed 
o take place before the Lord, and the inside of the 
gate is not considered before the Lord, even if it has 
he sanctity of the Temple courtyard (Tosafot; Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan). Rabbeinu Tam explained that the 
policy with regard to the Gate of Nicanor was also 
established with the purpose of allowing the lepers 
o seek shelter under the gate. 


The purification of lepers — Dy tivia nyy: The hala- 
khot governing the purification process for lepers 
are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus 14). Among these 
halakhot are the requirements that a priest apply oil 
that has been sanctified for this purpose and blood 
from the guilt-offering upon the leper's right earlobe, 
right big toe, and right thumb. For this reason, the 
leper had to extend his thumb, big toe, and head 
into the courtyard. 


HALAKHA 
Lepers in the Gate of Nicanor — a7 WWI DYN: 
Lepers who had been healed would stand outside 
the Temple courtyard in the Gate of Nicanor, where 
they would insert their heads as well as their right 
thumbs and right big toes into the courtyard, so that 
they could have the blood and oil applied to them 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 
4:2). 


Roofs and upper stories — niy pa: The roofs and 
upper stories in Jerusalem and the Temple courtyard 
were not invested with the sanctity of Jerusalem and 
the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Beit HaBehira 6:7). 
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The Gemara questions the mishna: This matter itself is difficult; the 
mishna itself contains an internal contradiction. At first you said that 
the space from the doorway inward is considered as though it is in- 
side, which indicates that the space of the doorway itself is like the 
outside. Now you say the latter clause of the mishna’s ruling, which 
states that from the doorway outward is considered as though it is 
outside, which indicates that the doorway itself is considered as 
though it is inside. 


The Gemara answers: It is not difficult, as one can explain that these 
two statements are referring to different situations: Here, in the latter 
clause of the mishna’s ruling, it is referring to the gates of the Temple 
courtyard, where the inside of the doorways were considered as though 
they were inside the courtyard and had the sanctity of the courtyard 
itself. There, in the first clause, it is discussing the gates of Jerusalem, 
where the insides of the gates were considered like the outside and did 
not have the sanctity of Jerusalem. 


As Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: For what reason were the 
insides of the gates of Jerusalem not sanctified? Because lepers pro- 
tect themselves by sitting under them;" in the sun they protect them- 
selves from the sun and in the rain they sit in the gateway to protect 
themselves from the rain. Lepers are not permitted to enter Jerusalem. 
In order to allow them to use the gates of the city as shelter from the 
elements, the gateways were not sanctified. 


Similarly, Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: For what reason was 
the inside of the Gate of Nicanor" not sanctified with the sanctity of 
the Temple courtyard? It is because lepers who had healed and needed 
to bring their purification offerings would stand there and insert their 
thumbs into the courtyard, so that the blood of the offerings could be 
sprinkled on them, which would allow them to be purified." These 
sources indicate that the insides of the other gates of the Temple court- 
yard were sanctified and that the insides of the gates of Jerusalem were 
not sanctified. 


The mishna states that the windows and the thickness of the wall are 
considered to be on the inside. Rav said: Roofs and upper stories" 
were not sanctified. Therefore, the roofs of the chambers in the Temple 
courtyard did not have the sanctity of the courtyard, and the roofs 
of buildings in Jerusalem did not have the sanctity of Jerusalem. The 
Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav say the following aphorism in 
the name of Rabbi Hiyya: The Paschal lamb is the size of an olive- 
bulk, as it was common for so many people to register for a single 
Paschal lamb that each one would receive only an olive-bulk ofits meat. 
And the hallel that is said during its consumption breaks the roof; there 
were so many people who said hallel together, it seemed as though the 
roofs were breaking due to all the commotion and noise. 


What, is it not the case that they eat the Paschal lamb on the roof and 
say hallel on the roof, which would mean that roofs have the sanctity 
of Jerusalem? The Gemara responds: No, there is no proof from here, 
as it is possible that they eat on the ground and say halle! on the roof. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: We do 
not conclude after eating the Paschal lamb with afikoman, and Rav 
said that this means that after eating the Paschal lamb one may not say: 
Afikoman, which refers to removing the utensils in order to go eat some- 
where else, because they may not uproot themselves from one group 
to another group. This would indicate that one must complete the en- 
tire Passover seder in one place. The Gemara answers: It is not difficult. 
Here, where it says that one may not change places, it is during the time 
of eating. There, where it says they would say hallel on the roof, it is not 
during the time of eating. 
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The Gemara attempts to bring another proof with regard to 
this issue. Come and hear a resolution to this issue based upon 
the following baraita: Abba Shaul says: The upper story of the 
chamber of the Holy of Holies is more stringent with regard 
to the prohibition to enter it than the chamber of the Holy of 
Holies itself. How so? With regard to the chamber of the Holy of 
Holies, the High Priest would enter it once a year on Yom Kippur 
in order to offer the incense and sprinkle the blood between 
the staves of the ark, whereas the upper story of the chamber 
of the Holy of Holies" is not entered except for once in seven 
years; and some say twice in seven years, and some say just one 
time in a Jubilee, i.e., once in fifty years, to see what it needs in 
case there are renovations that must be done. This indicates that 
the sanctity of the upper story was even greater than that of the 
Sanctuary itself. 


Rav Yosef said: Can a person get up and ask based on the Sanctu- 
ary? The Sanctuary is different," as it is written: “Then David 

gave to Solomon his son the pattern of the Entrance Hall of the 

Temple, and of its houses, and of its treasuries, and of its upper 
rooms, and of its inner chambers, and of the place of the ark 
cover” (1 Chronicles 28:11), and it is written with regard to the 

plans for the construction of the Temple: “All this is put in writing 
by the hand of the Lord, Who has instructed me” (1 Chronicles 

28:19). Therefore, the general rules of sanctity of roofs do not apply 
to the Sanctuary, as the details of its construction were determined 

through divine inspiration. 


Come and hear another possible proof based on the following 
mishna: With regard to the chambers in the Temple that were 
built in the sanctified area and open to the unsanctified area" of 
the Temple Mount, their interiors are unsanctified and their 
roofs are sanctified. This states explicitly that the roofs are sancti- 
fied. The Gemara answers: Rav Hisda interpreted it as referring 
to chambers that were built under the Temple courtyard, and their 
roofs were level with the ground of the courtyard. In this case, 
the reason their roofs were sanctified is because they were part of 
the courtyard itself. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna as fol- 
lows: If the chambers were built in the unsanctified area and open 
to the sanctified area," their interiors are sanctified and their 
roofs are unsanctified." And if it should enter your mind to say 
that this is referring to chambers whose roofs were level with the 
ground of the courtyard, such chambers would be tunnels, and 
Rabbi Yohanan said that the tunnels were not sanctified. The 
Gemara answers: When Rabbi Yohanan said that, he was referring 
to tunnels that were open to the Temple Mount; when that bara- 
ita, which says that the interiors were sanctified was taught, it was 
referring to rooms that open to the Temple courtyard itself." 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: The tunnels under the Sanctuary are unsanctified? 
The Gemara answers: When that baraita was taught, it was per- 
taining to tunnels that open to the unsanctified area, which are 
considered unsanctified, as stated previously. 


NOTES 


The Sanctuary is different -bp NW: The reasoning behind 
this answer is that the general principles that determine which 
areas have sanctity are not operative when there is a specific 
set of instructions that override them. Since the layout of the 
Temple was dictated through divine inspiration, as the verse 
states: “By the hand of the Lord’ (| Chronicles 28:19), the general 
principles are suspended. However, these principles do apply 
to the courtyards and other areas of the Temple Mount not 
specified in the verses. 


If the chambers were built in the unsanctified area and 
open to the sanctified area, their interiors are sanctified 


and their roofs are unsanctified — wind Dimna bina nya 
bin [PMN WTP pin: The chambers in the Temple served a 
variety of different purposes. Among them were six chambers 
on the side of the Temple courtyard that are discussed in 
he Mishna (Middot 5:3—-4). These chambers differed in their 
dimensions and positioning. Some were located in the 
ground of the Temple, but their doors faced away from the 
Temple onto the Temple Mount, others extended from the 
Temple grounds onto the Temple Mount and had doors on 
both sides. As to their status with regard to the sanctity of 
he Temple, the mishna teaches that their sanctity is based on 
heir openings. 


HALAKHA 


The upper story of the chamber of the Holy of Holies - 
DwIPA wap ma myy: The upper story of the Holy of 
Holies is entered only once every seven years in order to 
determine if any renovations are necessary (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:23). 


Chambers that were built in the sanctified area and open 
to the unsanctified area - niminaiwtipa ninan mowha 
Sind: with regard to rooms in the Temple that were built in 
sanctified areas and whose entrances were open to unsanc- 
tified areas, if their roofs were level with the courtyard, the 
interiors of the rooms were not sanctified but the roofs were 
sanctified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:7). 


Built in the unsanctified area and open to the sanctified 
area — wtp? Dimna bina nima: The interiors of rooms 
in the Temple that were built in unsanctified areas and 
open to sanctified areas were considered sanctified, and 
it was permitted to eat offerings of the most sacred order 
there. However, they were not considered to be before God. 
Therefore, one was prohibited from slaughtering offerings 
of lesser sanctity there. In addition, a ritually impure person 
would not be liable for entering such a room (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:8). 


The tunnels in the Temple - wapaaw nima: The tun- 
nels that opened onto the courtyard were sanctified, while 
the tunnels that opened onto the Temple Mount were not 
sanctified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:9). 
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NOTES 


The roof of the Sanctuary was considered sanctified - wp 133: 
Rashi, Tosafot, and others explain that the two measuring rods 
were stored on the roof. Consequently, the roof was considered 
sanctified because it serviced sanctified items. 


Two cubits — niay mw: Rashi and other commentaries explain 
that these two cubits were measuring rods made of gold or silver 
that were kept in the corners of that chamber. Other authorities 
explain that these measures were built into the room itself: 
One part of the room was built according to the cubit of Moses, 
while other sides of the room were built using the other cubit 
measurement (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 


Would take by the small cubit and return by the large cubit — 
mima pama mappa prvi: Many transactions involving the 
Temple were undertaken in ways similar to the one described in 
this context in order to prevent possible misuse of consecrated 
property. The prohibition against misusing consecrated property 
is not limited to purposeful misuse of such property. It primarily 
applies to one who unwittingly uses or gains personal benefit 
from consecrated property. Therefore, artisans working in the 
Temple or merchants doing business with the Temple would 
forgo some of their payment in order to ensure that no mistake 
had been made and they had not overcharged the Temple. 


One for silver and gold - x37) xpp3) nn: The measuring 
rod for gold and silver was kept in the northeast corner, as the 
verse states (Job 37:22):“Gold comes out of the north” (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara attempts another proof: Come and hear another 
proof from the same source cited above: It says in the baraita 
that the roof of the Sanctuary was sanctified, and the roof of 
the Sanctuary is not mentioned in the plans for the Temple laid 
out in the book of Chronicles. Therefore, the answer men- 
tioned earlier, that everything in those plans was based upon 
divine inspiration, is not relevant. In that case, one should be 
able to derive that all the roofs were sanctified. 


The Gemara responds: And how can you understand it that 
way? Isn’t it teaching: In the case of these roofs of the court- 
yard and the chambers located there, one may not eat offer- 
ings of the most sacred order and one may not slaughter 
offerings of lesser sanctity there because they do not have the 
sanctity of the courtyard? However, that is difficult. It contra- 
dicts the previous statement that the roof is sanctified. Rav 
Hama bar Gurya said: The roof of the Sanctuary was consid- 
ered sanctified" only because those two measuring rods used 
to measure cubits" were stored there. 


As we learned in a mishna: There were two rods for measuring 

cubits in the chamber called Shushan the Capital, one in the 

northeast corner and one in the southeast corner. The one 

in the northeast corner was longer than the cubit mentioned 

in the Torah from the time of Moses, which was six hand- 
breadths, by half a fingerbreadth, and the one in the south- 
east corner was longer than that by another half a finger- 
breadth. Consequently, the second measuring rod was longer 

than Moses’ cubit by a full fingerbreadth. 


And why did they construct two measures for cubits, one large 
and one small? It was so that the artisans who were working 
in the Temple would take payment according the amount of 
work they did, as measured by the small cubit, and return it 
to the Temple through their work, as measured by the large 
cubit,“" so they would not come to misuse consecrated prop- 
erty. If they would accept any payment that they did not de- 
serve, they would be misusing consecrated property. Therefore, 
this system of measuring was instituted in order to slightly re- 
duce their payment and prevent accidental misuse of Temple 
funds. The Gemara asks: And why do I need two large cubits? 
The Gemara answers: One, the shorter of the two, was for 
silver and gold," so that the artisans would not lose too much, 
and one was for construction. 


We learned in the mishna: The space within the windows 
and the thickness of the wall were considered to be inside. 
The Gemara clarifies: Granted, with regard to the windows, 
you will find it to be sanctified with the sanctity of the Temple 
courtyard when it is level with the ground of the courtyard. 
But with regard to the thickness of the wall, which must 
have been significantly above the ground, under what circum- 
stances can you find it to be level with the ground of the court- 
yard? Even the roofs of chambers in the courtyard were not 
sanctified; therefore, if the thickness of the wall was not level 
with the floor of the courtyard, it would certainly not have been 
sanctified. 


Would take by the small cubit and return by the large 
cubit — ahina prira napa Pia: When artisans would 
work in the Temple, their payment was determined based 
on the measure of a cubit of twenty fingerbreadths, and 


HALAKHA 


they would work with a cubit that measured twenty-four 
fingerbreadths, in order to ensure that they did not misuse 
consecrated property (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 8:5). 
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The Gemara answers: You find it in the case of the low wall on the 
Temple Mount, which was the same height as the floor of the court- 
yard. This low wall is mentioned in the Bible, as it is written: “He has 
made the rampart and wall mourn” (Lamentations 2:8), and Rabbi 
Aha said, and some say it in the name of Rabbi Hanina, that this 
double language of both rampart and wall in the verse is referring to 
a wall and a low wall! that were next to each other. This low wall was 
the same height as the floor of the courtyard. 


MI SHN A Two groups that were eating one Paschal 


lamb in one house need not be concerned 
that they will appear to be one group. Rather, these turn their faces 
this way and eat, and these turn their faces" that way and eat. And 
itis permissible for them to have the boiler from which they pour hot 
water in the middle, so that the waiter can easily serve both groups. 
When the attendant who is serving both groups gets up to pour for 
the group of which he is not a member, he must close his mouth and 
turn his face so that he does not accidentally eat with the other group, 
until he reaches his group again and eats with it. And the bride," 
who is embarrassed to eat in the presence of men she does not know, 
turns her face" away from her group and eats, although this may 


make it seem as though she is part of a different group. 
The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of the 


GE MA mishna? The Gemara answers: It is Rabbi 


Yehuda. As it was taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Upon the 
houses wherein they shall eat it” (Exodus 12:7). This teaches that 
one Paschal lamb may be eaten in two separate groups, even if the 
groups eat it in separate houses. I might have thought that one person 
who eats from it may eat it in two separate places; therefore, the 
Torah states: “In one house shall it be eaten [yeakhel]” (Exodus 
12:46).4 


From here they stated that if an attendant who was registered for a 
Paschal lamb ate an olive-bulk of it next to the oven in which it is 
being roasted, and thereby made himself into an independent group 
at that location, if he is prudent he will fill his stomach with it be- 
cause when the Paschal lamb is moved to a different location he will 
no longer be able to eat it. And if the members of the group wanted 
to do him a favor so that he may continue eating, they would come 
and sit at his side. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says that the verses should be understood in the op- 
posite manner: “Upon the houses wherein they shall eat it” teaches 
that one person who eats the Paschal lamb may eat it in two places. 


I might have thought that a single Paschal lamb may be eaten in two 
separate groups; therefore, the verse states: “In one house shall it 
be eaten.” 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda holds that the consonantal text 
of the Torah is authoritative; meaning, the primary understanding 
of the verse is according to the way it is spelled. If this is the case, 
the verse may be rendered: In one house shall he eat it [yokhal], refer- 
ring to the person eating the Paschal lamb. This would indicate that 
one eating from the Paschal lamb must eat in one location, but the 
verse does not prohibit dividing the offering between multiple groups. 
And Rabbi Shimon holds that the vocalized text of the Torah is 
authoritative." Since the word is pronounced ye akhel, it is clear that 
it is referring to the Paschal lamb itself, and the verse requires that 
the offering be consumed by a single group of people (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 


HALAKHA 
A wall and a low wall — xy 3231 XW: The Temple Mount 
was surrounded by a wall. Inside of that wall, there was a 
lower wall of ten handbreadths, and inside that wall, there 


was another, higher wall that was ten cubits tall (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:1, 3). 


These turn their faces - 07729 ny posite: If two groups 
are eating a Paschal lamb in the same location, they must 
turn their faces away from each other so that they do not 
appear to be one group (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 9:3). 


The attendant and the bride - aban waw: If an at- 
tendant serves two groups in the same location, when he 
serves the group with which he is not eating, he must turn 
his face toward his group and keep his mouth closed. A 
bride is permitted to turn her face away from the members 
of her own group because she is embarrassed to face them 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 9:4). 


Eating in one group - nox nyana arn: One may not 
eat the Paschal lamb with two different groups. One may 
eat it only in one location and with a group with which 
one is registered (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 9:1). 


NOTES 
And the bride turns her face - 5 nx naa17 TN: To- 
safot cite two interpretations ofthis ruling, The first is that it 
is permitted for the bride to turn away if she is embarrassed 
because members of the group are looking at her and her 
jewelry. The second is that the bride must turn away as an 
expression of modesty. 


NOTES 


The consonantal text is authoritative or the vocalized 
text is authoritative — xpd ON) mia) om: The ques- 
tion as to whether the consonantal or the vocalized text is 
authoritative raises the issue of whether or not conclusions 
can be drawn from the way words are written in the Torah, 
even if those interpretations contradict the accepted pro- 
nunciations of those words. This dispute arises in several 
places in the Talmud. It is difficult to understand how these 
categories apply to this discussion (see Rashi and Josafot). 
One commentary adds that if the word can be read yokhal, 
meaning: He shall eat, it is understood as referring to one 
individual. Consequently, it serves to limit the locations in 
which one may consume the Paschal lamb. If the word is 
interpreted purely according to the way it is pronounced, 
which is yeakhel, it can even refer to the way many people 
consume the Paschal lamb and limit them to consuming it 
in one group (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 
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HALAKHA 


Removal of a partition or the construction of a 
partition - nA mE myn pi»: If two groups 
are eating the Paschal lamb while separated by a par- 
tition and the partition is removed, they may not con- 
tinue eating, because one may not eat the Paschal 
lamb in two separate places. In addition, if a parti- 
tion is erected between members of one group, they 
may not continue eating. Since Rav Ashi was unsure 
about this matter and the Gemara let the question 
stand, the Rambam ruled stringently (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 9:5). 


Anything the master of the house says — ma bs 
man bya WNW: A guest should follow the instruc- 
tions of his host (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 170:5). 
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The Gemara attempts to clarify this halakha: If members of a group were 

sitting and eating the Paschal lamb, and a partition was spread between 

them such that they now constitute two separate groups, according to 

Rabbi Yehuda, who says a Paschal lamb may be eaten in two groups, 
they may continue to eat; according to Rabbi Shimon, who says a Pas- 
chal lamb may not be eaten in two groups, they may not continue to 

eat because they now constitute two groups. 


On the other hand, if they were sitting in two separate groups separated 
by a partition, and the partition between them was removed, according 
to Rabbi Shimon, who says that one who eats the Paschal lamb may eat 
it in two places, they may eat; according to Rabbi Yehuda, who says 
that one who eats the Paschal lamb may not eat it in two places, they 
may not eat. The removal of the partition defines a new place and it is as 
though they are eating in a new location. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Kahana sat and taught this lesson simply, 
as though it were absolutely clear that erecting a partition divides a group 
into two distinct groups and removing a partition causes the area to be 
regarded as a new location. Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: You should 
raise this dilemma as a question: Does removal of a partition or the 
construction of a partition" in one location during the eating of the 
Paschal lamb render the place comparable to two locations and cause 
the people to be considered two groups, or not? In fact, there is no clear 
answer to this dilemma, and the Gemara concludes: Let the question 
stand unresolved. 


It was taught in the mishna that a bride turns her face. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason she turns her face? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: It is because she is embarrassed by other members 
of the group looking at her. 


In this regard, the Gemara relates that Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, hap- 
pened to come to the house of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. They said to 

him: What is your name? He said to them: Rav Huna, even though 

using his title appeared to show conceit. They said: Our master may sit 

on the bed due to his great stature. He sat immediately, despite the fact 
that common etiquette dictated that he initially refuse. They gave him a 

cup of wine that he accepted the first time, without initially refusing it. 
And he drank it in two sips and did not turn his face from the rest of the 

people who were present. 


These actions all appeared to be departures from the common etiquette 
and surprised his hosts, who said to him: What is the reason you call 
yourself Rav Huna? He said to them: I am known by that name" since 
my youth, and therefore referring to myself with that title does not indi- 
cate conceit. They asked him: What is the reason that when they told 
you to sit on the bed, you sat immediately and did not initially refuse? 
He said to them: We have learned that anything the master of the house 
says" to you, you should do, except for an inappropriate request, such 
as if he says to leave." 


I am known by that name — "36 OWT bya: One explanation is that 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, told them that he had received rabbini- 
cal ordination in his youth and had been called by this name since 
then. Indeed, if he would call himself Huna bar Natan without the 
title, people would not know who he was (geonim). 


NOTES 
premises, as the Gemara says in tractate Arakhin: Until they throw 
his belongings (Mateh Moshe; Perisha). The Maharsha writes that 
once the host asks his guest to leave, he is no longer considered a 
host and the guest may do as he pleases. 
Some commentaries interpret the word tze, in this context, as 
alluding to something filthy or improper, just as the Sages of the 


Except if he says leave [tze] - xx yin: These words are difficultto Jerusalem Talmud interpreted the phrase: Go out [tze] and tell him, 


understand and many interpretations have been suggested with 


as being related to the word tzoa, feces (Shabbat 57b). Still others 


regard to the plain meaning of the phrase, the allegorical meanings, interpreted the word as an acronym for tzad issur, a prohibited mat- 


and even the possible esoteric messages. The early commentaries 
assert that these words are entirely superfluous. The author of ho 
he Me'iri even posits that they were added in jest and should be 
erased. However, most commentaries attempt to find meaning in 
his phrase. Some of them explain that one should comply with explanation is that it may be an acronym for Sadducee [tzeduki] 
any request his host makes except a request that requires the guest and heretic [apikores], meaning that one need not listen to one’s 
o go outside to the marketplace (Bah; Magen Avraham). Other host if he is a Sadducee or heretic. The word may also hint at the 
authorities explain that if the host asks his quest to leave, the guest 
need not comply immediately, due to the embarrassment it causes appropriate for the guest to concern himself with the needs of his 
him. He may remain until the host forcefully removes him from the host's wife (Ben Yehoyada). 


er, indicating that one should comply with the requests of one’s 
as long as it does not involve a transgression. This explanation 
is supported by the parallel text in tractate Derekh Eretz Rabba, 
which adds: When it is a matter that is permitted. An alternative 


a 


needs of the host's wife [tzorkhei ishto], because it is not considered 
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They continued to question his conduct: What is the reason 
that when they gave you the cup, you accepted it the first time 
and did not politely demur? He said to them: One may refuse 
a lesser person, but one may not refuse a great person; when 
an important person makes a request, it is respectful to comply 
immediately. They persisted in their questioning: What is the 
reason you drank it in two sips? He said to them: As it was 
taught in a baraita: One who drinks his cup at one time is a 
guzzler; drinking it in two sips is proper manners; one who 
drinks his cup in three sips is haughty, as he thereby demon- 
strates that he is pampered and indulgent." They continued to 
question his conduct: What is the reason you did not turn 
your face in accordance with the common etiquette? He said 
to them: We learned in the mishna that a bride turns her face; 
however, there is no reason for anyone else to turn his face. 


The Gemara relates another incident that is somewhat similar 
to the one just quoted: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei,’ 
happened to come to the house of Rabbi Shimon, son of 
Rabbi Yosei ben Lakonya. They gave him a cup of wine to 
drink. He accepted it the first time it was offered and drank 
it at one time. They said to him: Does our master not hold 
of the halakha that one who drinks his cup at one time is 
a guzzler? He said to them: They did not say this rule with 
regard to your small cup, and your sweet wine, and my wide 
stomach. 


Rav Huna said: Members of a group" enter" with three, mean- 
ing that when there are three members present the waiter must 

start serving them, and they may leave even with one, meaning 

that they may leave one at a time, and the waiter must continue 

serving those who remain until they are finished. Rabba said: 

And that is true only when the last member of the group en- 
tered at a time when it is common to enter the meal and not 

unusually early or late, and it is true only when the waiter 

[dayyala]' knew about them, i.e., he knew that the members of 
this group leave one by one as they finish their meals and do not 

eat the entire meal together. 


Ravina said: And the people who stayed late and extended their 

meal must give the waiter extra money for the wages he earned 

during the extra time that he served them, and the last one must 

add money for the time the waiter stayed to serve him indi- 
vidually. The Gemara notes: And the halakha is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Ravina. Rather, the waiter must 

serve until the last member of the group has completed his meal 

without additional compensation. 


HALAKHA 

Drinking a cup - Did NNW: One who drinks his entire cup 
in one swallow is considered a guzzler. It is good manners to 
drink the cup in two sips, and it is an act of conceit to drink it in 
three sips. However, one may drink a very small cup, one that 
contains less than a quarter-log (Magen Avraham), all at once, 
and one may drink an unusually large cup in three or four sips 
(Rema; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 170:8). 


Members of a group enter — D232 714 "2a: If at least three 
members of a group arrive at the time people generally eat the 
Paschal lamb, they need not wait for the other members of the 
group. They may eat their fill of the Paschal lamb. Even if they 
eat more than their fair share of the offering, they need not 
compensate the other members of the group. Each member of 
the group may leave when he is finished, even without waiting 
for other members of the group. According to the Rambam, the 
Gemara discusses a group of people eating the Paschal lamb 
and not a group of people eating a regular meal (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 9:6). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei - *¥ 373 bxynw D: 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, was a member of the last 
generation of tanna‘im, during which the Mishna was complet- 
ed. He was the most renowned son of Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, 
who is the most commonly cited Rabbi Yosei in the Mishna. 
Rabbi Yishmael was a disciple-colleague of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi and was apparently the same age or even slightly older 
than the Nasi. Rabbi Yishmael accepted the authority of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, but always emphasized that he received the 
bulk of his Torah from his father, whom he regarded as a greater 
Torah authority than Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
respected Rabbi Yishmael largely due to the fact that he was the 
son of Rabbi Yosei and transmitted the teachings of his father, 
whom Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi revered. Rabbi Yishmael was once 
appointed by the authorities as chief of police and apparently 
left Eretz Yisrael for a brief period to avoid assuming that posi- 
tion. He was a close friend of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon 
bar Yohai. Many anecdotes recorded in the Talmud speak of his 
sharp mind and keen intellect, both in conversations with his 
friends and in the interpretation of dreams. 


NOTES 

Members of a group - nyan %24: The early Sephardic com- 
mentaries and the Rambam interpret this statement as refer- 
ring to a group of people eating the Paschal lamb. Rashi and 
the Ra’avad understand that it is referring to any group eating 
a meal at any time during the year. The requirement that the 
waiter know about them may be interpreted to mean that if 
the waiter searched for the remaining members of the group 
and did not find them, he need not look for them again. One 
commentary explains that extra money must be paid by those 
who came to the meal early and ate more than those who came 
later. They must pay for part of the latecomers' share of hiring 
the waiter for the meal (Arukh). 


———————__ LANGUAGE 
Waiter [dayyala] - Kona: Some linguists assert that this word 
is derived from the Greek word Soðàogç, doulos, which means 
a slave or servant. 
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The halakhot relating to the consumption of the Paschal lamb may be divided into 
two distinct categories: The principles and mitzvot relating to the manner in which 
it must be eaten, and the various halakhot of ritual purity and impurity as they apply. 


The Paschal lamb must be entirely roasted directly over a fire. The chapter discussed 
how this is practically achieved and how to ensure that no part of the lamb is cooked 
through any other method. 


The Gemara concluded that the prohibition against breaking the bones of the Pas- 
chal lamb applies only to parts of the lamb that are objectively categorized as bones, 
irrespective of whether they are soft or hard. Consequently, there is no difference 
in this regard between a tender kid whose bones are soft and a tougher older goat. 


The requirement to burn the remains of the Paschal lamb applies to any parts of the 
lamb that are edible. The actual burning does not override Shabbat or the Festival; 
rather, the leftovers are burned at the first opportunity during the intermediate days. 


The Torah mandates that the Paschal lamb be eaten by a group within a single house. 
The definition of a house is any closed-in, self-defined unit. A few groups may share a 
single house, but meat from one group’s lamb may not be shared with another group. 


The halakhot of ritual purity and impurity as they relate to the Paschal lamb are as 
follows: Ideally, the Paschal lamb should be sacrificed in a state of ritual purity. This 
means that both the lamb and the owners of the lamb, who will eat it, must remain in 
a state of purity throughout. In the event that a state of purity was not maintained, the 
halakha depends on whether the problem arose before or after the blood of the lamb 
was sprinkled on the altar. If the blood was sprinkled while both the lamb and the 
owners were still ritually pure, it is considered a valid offering and the owners fulfill 
their obligation. However, due to the impurity, they may not partake of the lamb’s 
meat, and it must be burnt. In the event that the problem arose before the blood 
was sprinkled, the lamb is disqualified from use, its blood may not be sprinkled, and 
those sacrificing it must bring another Paschal lamb. If the owners became impure 
and are unable to become pure in time to bring another Paschal lamb that day, they 
must wait until the second Pesah. 


There is an exception to the rule that an owner who is impure defers bringing the of- 
fering until the second Pesah, and that is when the majority of the Jewish people have 
become impure. In that case, there is a specific dispensation, and the Paschal lamb 
may be brought despite the impurity. However, this dispensation applies only to im- 
purity imparted by a corpse. Those who have become impure due to a different type 
of impurity are still not permitted to sacrifice the Paschal lamb in a state of impurity. 
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Speak to all the congregation of Israel, saying: On the tenth day 
of this month they shall take to them every man a lamb, accord- 
ing to their fathers’ houses, a lamb for a household; and if the 
household be too little for a lamb, then shall he and his neighbor 
next to his house take one according to the number of the souls; 
according to every man’s eating you shall make your count for 
the lamb. Your lamb shall be without blemish, a male of the 
first year; you shall take it from the sheep, or from the goats. 


(Exodus 12:3-s) 


But every man’s servant that is bought for money, when you 
have circumcised him, then shall he eat from it. A sojourner 
and a hired servant shall not eat from it. In one house shall it 
be eaten; you shall not remove any of the meat from the house 
to the outside, and you shall not break a bone in it. 


(Exodus 12:44-46) 


And when a stranger shall sojourn with you, and will offer the 
Paschal lamb to the Lord, let all his males be circumcised, and 
then let him come near and keep it; and he shall be as one that is 
born in the land; but no uncircumcised person shall eat from it. 


(Exodus 12:48) 


This chapter deals entirely with one topic: The group of people who join together to 
be registered for a Paschal lamb. That the Paschal lamb may be eaten only by those 
who registered as a group was already mentioned at the end of the previous chapter. 
This chapter details who may be registered in a group, when and how it is possible 
to be registered, and when one can withdraw from being registered. Other questions 
also arise: Are women, slaves, and minors able to create their own groups, or must 
they join an already existing group? Must a group consist of a number of people, or 
may a single individual constitute his own group? 


The discussion about registration also considers the protocol in various cases of 
doubt. What happens when there is a doubt about which group a person is registered 
with? What if there is doubt about which animal belongs to the group; either because 
different animals were intermingled, or because they are unsure which animal they 
registered for? 


As discussed in the previous chapter, one who is ritually impure may not partake of 
the Paschal lamb. This chapter continues that discussion and examines which types 
of impurity exclude a person. What should be done if a person is still impure at the 
time the Paschal lamb is sacrificed, but by the evening, when it will be eaten, he will 
have already become pure? 
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MI S HNA? woman,” when she is living in her hus- 


band’s house, if her husband slaughtered 
the Paschal lamb on her behalf and her father also slaughtered the 
Paschal lamb on her behalf, she should eat from her husband’s 
lamb because it is assumed that the wife intended to be included in 
her husband's group." However, if, as was often customary, she went 
on the first Festival following her marriage to observe the Festival 
in her father’s house, then, if both her husband slaughtered the 
Paschal lamb on her behalf and her father also slaughtered the 
Paschal lamb on her behalf, she may eat in whichever place she 
wishes, since it is not obvious with whose group she intended to be 
included." 


In the case of an orphan with multiple guardians, if each of his 
guardians [ apotropsin]: slaughtered a Paschal lamb on his behalf," 
intending that he be included in their group, he may eat 
in whichever place he wishes. A slave jointly owned by two part- 
ners may not eat from the lamb of either of them, unless it was 
stipulated beforehand from whose lamb he will partake." One who 
is half slave and half free man™ may not eat from his master’s 
lamb." It is assumed that the master did not intend to allow this 
person's free half to partake of the lamb, and therefore the master 
did not slaughter the lamb with him in mind. Consequently, the half 
slave is not included among those registered for his master’s offering 
unless he was explicitly included. 


G E M ARA The mishna states that in certain cases one 


partakes of the lamb of whichever group he 
desires. One’s inclusion in a group requires that he be registered 
with that group from the outset, before the lamb is slaughtered. The 
Gemara suggests: You learn from it that there is retroactive 
clarification." One’s ultimate decision as to which group he wishes 
to be part of retroactively indicates that, from the outset, he was 
registered in that group. This is problematic, as no halakhic conclu- 
sion has been reached in the matter of retroactive clarification. The 
Gemara therefore rejects this suggestion: What is the meaning of 
the phrase: She may eat in whichever place she wishes? It is refer- 
ring to a case where a woman has already expressed her choice be- 
fore the time of slaughter. Therefore, this case does not relate to 
the principle of retroactive clarification, and no conclusion concern- 
ing it may be drawn from it. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction between the ruling in the mish- 
na and a parallel ruling in a baraita. The baraita states: A woman, 
on the first Festival following her marriage, eats from her father’s 
Paschal lamb. From here on, if she wishes, she eats from her 
father’s lamb, and if she wishes, she eats from her husband’s 
lamb. Whereas the mishna teaches that after the first Festival, she 
eats exclusively with her husband, the baraita teaches that she may 
continue to choose. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
A woman - meyi: The beginning of this chapter themati- 
cally follows the end of the preceding one. The previous 
chapter concluded by addressing the case of a newly mar- 
ried bride. This chapter therefore continues with the halakha 
of awoman who has been married for some time (Melekhet 
Shlomo). 


One who is half slave and half free man - tay spw 3 
prin ya Pym: This unique legal status may be realized in 
various ways: A slave who was jointly owned by two partners 
and then freed by only one of them has this hybrid sta- 
us. Similarly, if a slave is given money in a manner through 
which his master does not gain automatic rights to the 
money, he may then use that money to redeem himself. If 
he redeems half of his value, he is half slave, half free man. 


May not eat from his master’s lamb - in bvn Sond x5: 
Some explain the rationale for this ruling as follows: With 
he exception of a master registering his slave, one cannot 
be registered as part of a group without his knowledge. 
Therefore, a half slave, by virtue of his free half, cannot be 
included without his knowledge (Tosefot Rid). 


Retroactive clarification — 71a: The Sages differed with 
one another with regard to the principle that an object that 
was not explicitly designated initially for a certain purpose 
may retroactively be considered as if it were designated for 
that purpose from the outset. This could apply, for example, 
in a case where one declares that the tithe from his granary 
will consist of the last tenth remaining after the rest of the 
produce has been consumed. If the principle of retroactive 
clarification is accepted, his separation of the tithe is valid, for 
although the tithe he designated did not exist as a distinct 
and separate entity when he made his statement, the tithe 
is retroactively that remaining tenth. It is considered as if 
it were so from the outset. There is a debate among the 
Sages whether to accept the principle of retroactive clarifica- 
tion or not. In practice, the principle is generally accepted 
with regard to questions of rabbinic law but not concerning 
matters of Torah law. 


LANGUAGE 
Guardians [apotropsin] - ppsiwisy: From the Greek 
énitponos, epitropos, meaning one appointed to watch 
over people who need protection. 


A woman for whom a Paschal sacrifice was slaughtered — 
why nds Www mox: Ifa woman is in her husband's house 
and her husband and father both slaughter the Paschal lamb 
on her behalf, she eats from her husband's sacrifice (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:11). 


The first Festival and beyond - xy ON on If a woman 
eagerly hurries to go to her father's house during the first Festi- 
val of her marriage, and her father and husband each slaughter 
the Paschal lamb on her behalf, she eats from her father’s of- 
fering. From then on, she may eat from the lamb slaughtered 
by whomever of the two that she chooses (see Kesef Mishne; 
Lehem Mishne; Meri), as long as she makes her preference 


known at the time of the slaughter (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:11). 


An orphan, if each of his guardians slaughtered a Paschal 
lamb on his behalf — postrvias voy www oim: If multiple 


guardians slaughtered Paschal lambs on behalf of an orphan, 


he may eat from whichever offering he prefers. However, this 


ruling applies only to an orphan who is a minor. If he is an adult, 


he must eat from whichever Paschal lamb was slaughtered first 
(Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 2:11). 


A slave of two partners — pamw why ‘tay: If each of the two 


masters of a jointly owned slave insist the slave eat from his 
offering, the slave may not eat from the Paschal lamb of either 
of them. However, if the masters do not insist, the slave may 
eat from whichever lamb he chooses (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:12). 


One who is half slave and half free man — P¥m Tay Pynw %2 
pin ya: One who is half slave and half free man may neither 
eat from his master's Paschal lamb nor from his own lamb until 
his master releases him from slavery outright. This is the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara, according to the Rambam’s understand- 
ing (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 2:13). 
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NOTES 


Eagerly hurries as one pursued to go - ty 517%: Rashi explains 
that the Gemara is referring to a woman who often returns to her 
father’s house, in addition to returning for the Festival. However, 
the Rambam rules that the case is specifically of a woman who 
hurries back to her father’s house for the first Festival. These differ- 
ing interpretations lead to different halakhic rulings: According to 
the Rambam, if a woman didn’t hurry back to her father's home 
on the first Festival after her marriage, she eats the Paschal lamb 
with her husband. If she hurried back, she eats with her father. In 
subsequent years, even if she hurries back, she eats with whomever 
she chooses. According to Rashi, if she did not actually return to 
her father's house for the first Festival of her marriage, she certainly 
eats with her husband. If she returned but did not do so eagerly, 
she may eat with whomever she prefers. If she often returns and 
did so for the first Festival, then in the first year she eats with her 
father, and in subsequent years she may choose to eat with whom 
she prefers to eat (Meiri). 


Like a bride in her father-in-law’s house - an maa mbps: While 
a bride is still in her father’s house, she is not yet fully at ease with 
her husband. Therefore, she refers to him more formally: My master. 
Once in her father-in-law’s house, following consummation of the 
marriage, the relationship is closer and she uses the more loving 
erm: My husband (Rashi). 


Corners of the altar - mata men: The corners of the altar were hol- 
ow and the blood of the offerings would collect in them. They are 
herefore an appropriate metaphor for Jewish women, who would 
preserve their virginity for their husbands. Before marriage, their 
wombs are empty; only menstrual blood collects in them. 


BACKGROUND 
Eilam - oyy: Eilam was situated in the far west-southwest region 
of modern-day Iran, stretching from the lowlands of what are now 
Khuzestan and Ilam provinces, as well as a small part of southern 
Iraq. 


Eilam and its surrounding area in Babylonia 


Elamite ziggurat, part of a temple complex in Khuzestan province, Iran 
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This is not difficult. There, the baraita is referring to the case of 
a woman who eagerly hurries as one pursued to go" to her fa- 
ther’s house. It is therefore reasonable that, even after the first 
year of her marriage, she wishes to be included in her father’s 
group. However, here the mishna is referring to the case of a 
woman who does not eagerly hurry as one pursued to go to her 
father’s house, and it is therefore presumed she wishes to be 
included in her husband’s group. 


There is a homiletic interpretation of verses that conveys a sim- 
ilar idea, as it is written: “I am a wall, and my breasts are like 
towers; then I was in his eyes as one who finds peace” (Song 
of Songs 8:10). And Rabbi Yohanan said: She is like a bride 
who was found perfect. She was warmly received in her father- 
in-law’s house. And she eagerly hurries, as one pursued, to go 
to tell of her praise, i.e., her warm welcome, in her father’s 
house. As it is written: “And it shall be at that day, says the 
Lord, that you shall call Me: My Husband, and shall call Me 
no more: My Master” (Hosea 2:18), of which Rabbi Yohanan 
said: She shall be like a bride in her father-in-law’s house," 
where she experiences a close relationship with her husband. 
And she shall not be like a bride still in the betrothal period and 
living in her father’s house, during which time her relationship 
with her husband has still not developed. 


Apropos the verse from Song of Songs cited previously, the 
Gemara homiletically interprets an adjacent verse: “We have a 
little sister, and she has no breasts” (Song of Songs 8:8). Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: This is an allusion to the Jewish community 
of Eilam,® which was privileged to study Torah and become 
Torah scholars, but was not privileged to teach and influence 
the masses. 


The Gemara interprets another verse: “I am a wall and my 
breasts are like towers” (Song of Songs 8:10). Rabbi Yohanan 
said: “I am a wall”; this is a reference to the Torah. “And my 
breasts are like towers”; these are the Torah scholars, who, by 
disseminating their Torah and influencing the masses protect 
them like watchtowers. And Rava said: “I am a wall”; this is 
the Congregation of Israel. “And my breasts are like towers”; 
these are the synagogues and study halls in which the Congre- 
gation of Israel is nurtured by the Torah, from which it draws its 
spiritual strength. 


Rav Zutra bar Toviya said that Rav said a homiletic interpreta- 
tion of another verse in praise of Israel: What is the meaning of 
that which is written: “We whose sons are as plants grown up 
in their youth; whose daughters are as corner pillars carved 
after the fashion of a palace” (Psalms 14.4:12)? 


The Gemara interprets each phrase of this verse: “We whose 
sons are as plants” indicates they are healthy and undamaged; 
these are the young men of Israel who have not tasted the 
taste of sin. “Whose daughters are as corner pillars” indicates 
that they are filled and sealed; these are the virgins of Israel, 
who bind and seal their openings exclusively for their hus- 
bands. And similarly, another verse demonstrates that a corner 
refers to something full: It is stated: “And they shall be filled 
like the basins, like the corners of the altar” (Zechariah 9:15)." 
If you wish, say an alternative support for this idea from here: 


“Our corners are full, affording all manner of store” (Psalms 


144113). 


The Gemara returns and interprets the final phrase of the verse: 
“Carved after the fashion of a palace”; the verse ascribes to 
both these and those, the young men and women who vigi- 
lantly preserve their modesty, as though the Sanctuary were 
built in their days. 
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Apropos the verse from Hosea, the Gemara interprets addi- 
tional verses there: “The word of the Lord that came unto 
Hosea, the son of Beeri, in the days of Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, 
and Hezekiah, kings of Judea, and in the days of Jeroboam 
the son of Joash, king of Israel” (Hosea 1:1). The Sages ex- 
plained: Four prophets prophesied in one era and the oldest 
of them was Hosea, as it is stated: “When the Lord spoke 
at first with Hosea” (Hosea 1:2), indicating that Hosea was 
the first of these prophets. If not, the question arises: And was 
it with Hosea that the Lord spoke first of all the prophets? 
Weren't there several prophets who lived and prophesied 
during the period from Moses until Hosea? Rather, Rabbi 
Yohanan said: He was the first of the four prophets who 
prophesied during that period, and these are they: Hosea, 
Isaiah, Amos, and Micah. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Hosea: Your sons, the 

Jewish people, have sinned. Hosea should have said to God 

in response: But they are Your sons; they are the sons of Your 
beloved ones, the sons of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Ex- 
tend Your mercy over them. Not only did he fail to say that, 
but instead he said before Him: Master of the Universe, the 

entire world is Yours; since Israel has sinned, exchange them 

for another nation. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: What shall I do to this 
Elder who does not know how to defend Israel? I will say to 
him: Go and take a prostitute and bear for yourself children 
of prostitution. And after that I will say to him: Send her 
away from before you. If he is able to send her away, I will 
also send away the Jewish people. This deliberation provides 
the background of the opening prophecy in Hosea, as it is 
stated: “The Lord said to Hosea: Go, take for yourselfa wife 
of prostitution and children of prostitution” (Hosea 1:2). 
And then it is written: “So he went and took Gomer the 
daughter of Diblaim” (Hosea 1:3), and the Sages interpreted 
her name homiletically. “Gomer”; Rav said she was so called 
because everyone would finish [ gomerim] having relations 
with her and satisfy their desires with her. “The daughter of 


Diblaim”; the name Diblaim can be taken as the dual form of 
the word dibba, ill repute. It suggests that she was a woman of 
ill repute, daughter of a woman of ill repute. And Shmuel 
said: The name Diblaim is the plural of the word deveila, a 
cake of pressed figs, indicating that she was as sweet as a cake 
of pressed figs, and therefore everyone used her services. 
Rabbi Yohanan, based on a similar derivation, said the name 
signifies that everyone would tread [dashin] upon her, a 
euphemism for sexual relations, like a cake of pressed figs. 


Alternatively, with regard to the name Gomer, Rav Yehuda 
said: The name can be understood as deriving from the root 
gamar, to finish. It alludes to the fact that the gentiles sought 
to finish the money of the Jewish people in her days. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: They did not just seek to do so, but were suc- 
cessful. They plundered and finished it, as it is stated: “For 
the king of Aram destroyed them and made them like the 
dust in threshing” (11 Kings 13:7). 
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NOTES 
Two sons and one daughter — na) 033W: Beit Hillel 
and Beit Shammai debate whether the mitzva to be 
fruitful and multiply is fulfilled by having a boy and 
a girl or two boys. Hosea had therefore fulfilled the 
mitzva according to all opinions. 


One of the four acquisitions — p23? MYAINA INN: In 
some manuscripts, the Gemara mentions only ‘three 
acquisitions, omitting the Holy Temple. In another, four 
acquisitions are mentioned, but Eretz Yisrael is listed 
instead of the Temple. In tractate Avot, five acquisitions 
are mentioned, including Abraham. 
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The passage in Hosea continues: “And she conceived, and bore 

him a son. And the Lord said to him: Call his name Jezreel; 

for soon I will visit the blood of Jezreel upon the house of 
Jehu, and will obliterate the kingdom of the house of Israel... 
And she conceived again, and bore a daughter. And He said 

to him: Call her name Lo-ruhamah, for I will no more have 

compassion upon the house of Israel that I should bear 

them... And she conceived, and bore a son. And He said: Call 

his name Lo-ammi; for you are not My people, and I will not 

be yours” (Hosea 1:3-9). 


After two sons and one daughter" had been born to him, the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Hosea: Shouldn’t you have 

learned from the example of your master Moses, who, once I 

spoke with him, separated from his wife? You too, separate 

yourself from your wife. He said to him: Master of the Uni- 
verse, I have sons from her and I am unable to dismiss her or 

to divorce her. 


In response to Hosea’s show of loyalty to his family, the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, rebuked him and said to him: Just as you, 
whose wife is a prostitute and your children from her are 
children of prostitution, and you do not even know if they are 
yours or if they are children of other men, despite this, you are 
still attached to them and will not forsake them, so too, I am still 
attached to the Jewish people, who are My sons, the sons of 
My faithful who withstood ordeals, the sons of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. They are so special that they are one of the four 
acquisitions" that I acquired in My world. 


The Gemara proceeds to enumerate all four: Torah is one ac- 
quisition, as it is written: “The Lord acquired me as the begin- 
ning of His way” (Proverbs 8:22). Heaven and earth are one 
acquisition [kinyan], as it is written: “Blessed be Abram of 
God Most High, Creator [koneh] of heaven and earth” (Gen- 
esis 14:19). The Holy Temple is one acquisition, as it is written: 


“And He brought them to His sacred border, to this mountain, 


which His right hand had acquired” (Psalms 78:54). The Jew- 
ish people are one acquisition, as it is written: “The nation 
that You have acquired” (Exodus 15:16). And you, Hosea, said 
that I should replace them with another nation? 


Once Hosea realized that he had sinned, he got up to request 
that God have compassion upon him for having spoken ill of 
the Jewish people. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: 
Before you request compassion upon yourself, first request 
compassion upon the Jewish people, since I have already 
decreed upon them three harsh decrees on your account, in 
response to your condemnation of them. There is an allusion to 
these three decrees in the names of the children born of the 
prostitute. Jezreel is an allusion to a decree for Jehu’s actions in 
the Jezreel Valley (see 11 Kings 9-10). Lo-ruhamah, one that had 
not received compassion, suggests that God will no longer have 
compassion for the Jewish people. Lo-ammi, not My people, 
indicates that the Jewish people will no longer be considered 
God's people. 


Hosea stood and requested compassion upon the Jewish peo- 
ple and nullified the decree. God responded and began to 

bless them, as it is stated: “Yet the number of the children of 
Israel shall be as the sand of the sea, which cannot be measured 

nor numbered. And it will be that instead of that which was 

said to them: You are not My people, it shall be said to them: 

You are the children of the living God. And the children of 
Judea and the children of Israel shall be gathered together” 
(Hosea 2:1). And I will sow her to Me in the land; and I will 

have compassion upon her that had not received compassion; 

and I will say to them that were not My people: You are My 

people” (Hosea 2:25). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Woe to authority, which shortens the life and 
buries its holders. This is evident from the fact that you don’t have 
any prophet" who did not outlast four kings in his lifetime, as the 
kings’ positions of authority caused them to die young. A prophet 
outliving four kings is demonstrated in the opening verses of Hosea, 
and similarly, as it is stated with regard to Isaiah: “The vision of 
Isaiah, the son of Amoz, which he saw concerning Judea and Je- 
rusalem in the days of Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings 
of Judea” (Isaiah 1:1). 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Due to what reason was the less than righ- 
teous Jeroboam, son of Joash, king of Israel, privileged to be 
counted" in the verse together with the righteous kings of Judea? 
It is due to the fact that he did not accept slander about Amos. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that he was counted 
together with the righteous kings of Judea? As it is written: “The 
word of the Lord that came to Hosea, son of Beeri, in the days of 
Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings of Judea, and in the 
days of Jeroboam, the son of Joash, king of Israel” (Hosea 1:1). 


And from where do we derive that he did not accept slander?’ 
As it is written: “Then Amaziah the priest of Beth-El sent to 
Jeroboam king of Israel, saying: Amos has conspired against 
you in the midst of the house of Israel” (Amos 7:10). And it is writ- 
ten: “For thus said Amos: Jeroboam shall die by the sword and 
Israel shall surely be led away captive out of his land” (Amos 7:11). 
Jeroboam said: Heaven forfend that that righteous person, Amos, 
said this, that I will die by the sword; and if he indeed said it, 
what shall I do to him and why should I punish him? The Divine 
Presence said it to him, and he is required to transmit his prophecy. 


Rabbi Elazar said: Even at the time of the anger of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, He remembers the attribute of compassion, as it 
is stated: “For I will no more have compassion’ upon the house 
of Israel” (Hosea 1:6). Even when implementing His attribute of 
justice, God still mentions His attribute of compassion. Rabbi Yosei 
bar Rabbi Hanina said that this is also indicated from here, from 
the continuation of the verse, which states: “That I should bear 
them,” indicating that God promised to eventually bear Israel’s sins 
and pardon them. 


And Rabbi Elazar said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, exiled Is- 
rael among the nations only so that converts would join them, as 
it is stated: “And I will sow her to Me in the land” (Hosea 2:25). 
Does a person sow a se'a of grain for any reason other than to bring 
in several kor of grain during the harvest? So too, the exile is to 
enable converts from the nations to join the Jewish people. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said that this idea may be derived from here: 
“And I will have compassion upon her that had not received com- 
passion; and I will say to them that were not My people: You are 
My people” (Hosea 2:25). Even those who were initially “not My 
people,” i.e., gentiles, will convert and become part of the Jewish 

nation. 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “Slander not a ser- 


vant to his master, lest he curse you, and you be found guilty” 


(Proverbs 30:10), and it is then written in the next verse: “There is 


a generation that curses its father, and does not bless its mother” 


(Proverbs 30:11). Is it because they curse their father and do not 
bless their mother that you should not slander them? Clearly that 
is absurd. 


Rather, the juxtaposition serves to emphasize that even in a wicked 
generation that curses its father and does not bless its mother, 
one should not slander a servant to his master. From where do 
we derive this? From Hosea, whose criticism of the Jewish people, 
God’s servants, to God, their master, aroused His ire, despite the 
fact that it was a wicked generation. 


NOTES 
You don't have any prophet - 22 be P px: 
This apparently is referring exclusively to the four 
prophets of that particular era. It is stated with re- 
gard to each of them that they prophesied during 
the reigns of four kings (Ben Yehoyada). 


Privileged to be counted — nat. 13%: Jerobo- 
am was not the only king of Israel to reign during 
the era of these four kings of Judea. It is therefore 
suggestive that specifically he is mentioned (/yyun 
Ya'akov). 


And from where do we derive that he did not ac- 
cept slander - y7 yw bop Kb Tam: Although 
it is not explicit that Jeroboam did not accept the 
slander, it can be demonstrated from the succes- 
sion of the verses. Initially, Amaziah sent the re- 
port of Amos’ devastating prophecy to Jeroboam 
(Amos 7:10). Subsequently, the verse states that 
Amaziah himself instructed Amos to flee to the 
kingdom of Judea and to cease from prophesy- 
ing in the kingdom of Israel (Amos 12). Apparently, 
Jeroboam did not prevent Amos from prophesying, 
despite the harsh content of his prophecy. Presum- 
ably, this is because he did not accept Amaziah’s 
message that Amos had so prophesied, since to do 
so would be an acceptance of slander. 


For | will no more have compassion [arahem] - 
ONIN Tip poi x: Some explain that the deriva- 
ion is based on the fact that God's anger is not 
mentioned outright; rather, it is only implied by the 
act He will not have compassion. Others suggest 
hat by using the conjugation arahem, | will have 
mercy, as opposed to the more simple choice of 
lerahem, to have compassion, the verse suggests 
hat there will be a time when God will once again 
have compassion upon the Jewish people (Rabbi 
Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz). 
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LANGUAGE 


Gappa of the Romans — *x13177 x93: The commentaries pro- 
vide different explanations of this term. Some suggest that it 
means stronghold, as in “The highest places [gappei] of the 
city” (Proverbs 9:3). Gappa of the Romans would therefore 
refer to the capital of the Roman Empire. Others explain 
that it is a derivative of the word agaf (with both words 
sharing the root letters gimmel, peh), which means wing. 
According to this, Gappa refers to a god who would defend 
the city through, metaphorically speaking, the spread of its 
wings. Some assert that the text should be changed from 
Gappa to Gadda of the Romans, referring to the guardian 
angel of Rome. Others posited that it is the distorted name, 
perhaps purposely so, of the chief Roman god Jupiter (Rabbi 
Binyamin Musafya). Yet other authorities suggest that it is 
an abbreviation of the Greek ayamn, agape, meaning love. 
According to this, the apostate swore by the love of Rome. 


Pillar of the Boatmen, a square-section stone with depictions of several deities, 
both Gaulish and Roman, dating to the first quarter of the first century CE 
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LANGUAGE 


Jupiter on the Pillar of the Boatmen 


Rabbi Oshaya said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“The righteous acts of His rulers [pirzono] in Israel” (Judges 5:11)? 
The Holy One, Blessed be He, performed a charitable deed to- 
ward Israel in that He scattered them [pizran] among the 
nations; had He exiled them to one place, they could have all been 
destroyed at once. And this concept is that which a certain apos- 
tate said to Rabbi Hanina: We gentiles are superior to you Jews 
in that we have patience. It is written of you: “For Joab and all Is- 
rael remained there six months until he had cut off every male in 
Edom” (1 Kings 11:16), whereas we, although you have been with 
us for several years, are not doing anything to you. He said to 
him: With your consent, let one student deal with your assertion 
and answer you. 


Rabbi Oshaya dealt with his assertion and said to him: This is 
not a sign of your righteousness but is simply because you do not 
know how to do it, to destroy us. If you seek to destroy all of the 
Jewish people, you cannot because they are not all with you in your 
kingdom. If you destroy only those Jews who are with you in your 
kingdom, you will be called a severed kingdom for murdering part 
of its own population. The apostate said to him: I swear by Gappa, 
god of the Romans,' with this problem we lie down and with 
this problem we rise up, for we are constantly struggling with the 
dilemma of how to eliminate the Jewish people. 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “God understands its ways and He knows its place” (Job 
28:23)? The Holy One, Blessed be He, knows the Jewish people, 
who are unable to withstand the harsh decrees of the Romans. 
Therefore, He exiled them to Babylonia, whose people are less 
cruel. And Rabbi Elazar said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, ex- 
iled Israel to Babylonia only due to the fact it is a land as deep as 
the netherworld, i.e., it is a land of plains and valleys, which alludes 
to that which is stated: “I shall ransom them from the power of 
the netherworld, I shall redeem them from death” (Hosea 13:14). 
Rabbi Hanina said: It is due to the fact that their language, Ara- 
maic, is similar to the language of the Torah, which enables the 
Jews who live there to study Torah. 


NOTES 


Performed a charitable deed...that He scattered them 
among the nations - niay pao Yaw.. mwy mpy: The no- 
tion that God scattered the Jews among the nations seems to 
contradict the Gemara’s later statements concerning the exile, 
which imply that the Jews were exiled only to Babylonia. One 
possible explanation is that although the Jewish people were 
scattered among the nations, the majority of the Diaspora 
community was established in Babylonia. Alternatively, it can 
be said that in the exile that followed the destruction of the 
Second Temple, the Jewish people were scattered among 
the nations, while after the First Temple was destroyed, the 
community was exiled specifically to Babylonia (Maharsha). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: It is due to the fact that He sent them to 
their mother’s house, i.e., the birthplace of the forefathers of 
the Jewish people, who lived in Aram-Nahara’im, which is in 
Babylonia. This is comparable to a man who is angry at his 
wife; to where does he send her? He sends her to her mother’s 
house. 


And this is expressed in the statement of Rabbi Alexandri, who 

said: There are three that returned to their points of origin, 
and these are they: The Jewish people, the money of Egypt, 
and the writing on the Tablets of the Covenant. The Jewish 

people; that which we just said, they returned to Babylonia. 
The money of Egypt; as it is written: “And it came to pass in 

the fifth year of King Rehoboam, that Shishak," king of Egypt, 
came up against Jerusalem; and he took away the treasures of 
the house of the Lord and the treasures of the king’s house; he 

took everything” (1 Kings 14:25-26). The writing on the Tab- 
lets of the Covenant; as it is written: “And I took hold of the 

two tablets, and cast them out of my two hands, and broke them 
before your eyes” (Deuteronomy 9:17). And it was taught in 

the Tosefta: The tablets were broken and the letters are flying" 

and returning to their point of origin. 


Ulla said that Israel was exiled to Babylonia in order to enable 
them to eat 


Shishak — pw: Shishak, also known as Sheshonk, recorded on 
a wall of a temple in Karnak the campaign mentioned in the 
verses. A rock with Shishak’s name was found in Tel Megiddo 
in northern Israel, which suggests that Shishak not only raided 
the Judean kingdom but also broadened his campaign to the 


kingdom of Israel. 


City gate in Tel Megiddo 


The tablets were broken and the letters are flying - naw nim 
ninya ninixy: The simple reading of the Torah notwithstanding, 
the Sages understood that Moses smashed the tablets not in rage 

but with a deep understanding of the implications of the sin of 
the Golden Calf. The people who had accepted the Torah with 

cries of “We will do and we will listen” failed to see a contradic- 
tion between belief in a single God and creating the Golden Calf 
as a representation of God. Moses channeled his anger into a 

practical lesson, whose aim was to impress upon the people that 
building the Golden Calf was a repudiation of God's Torah and the 

mitzvot that they had accepted. The flying letters of the tablets 

symbolize the elevation of the words on the tablets and indicate 

that, paradoxically, destroying the tablets ensured their ultimate 

endurance (Midrash Shlomo). 


Above: Rock with Shishak’s inscription found in Tel Megiddo 


Left: Relief of Shishak’s campaign list at the southern exterior walls of the temple 
in Karnak, north of Luxor, Egypt 
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Perek VIII 
Daf88 Amuda 


PERSONALITIES 


Ulla - Kyy: Ulla bar Yishmael was an amora and one 
of the most important emissaries from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia. He was one of Rabbi Yohanan’s students 
who would regularly bring the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia. He would then return to Eretz Yisrael and 
transmit the innovations of the Babylonian Sages. Ulla 
journeyed often and traveled from place to place to 
teach Torah. The Babylonian Sages held him in high 
regard and treated him with great respect. Rav Hisda 
referred to him as: Our teacher who comes from Eretz 
Yisrael, and Rav Yehuda sent his son to Ulla to learn 
practical halakha. In the Jerusalem Talmud, he is usually 
referred to as Ulla bar Yishmael or Ulla the descender, 
as one who leaves Eretz Yisrael for another country is 
considered to have descended. Many halakhot are cited 
in his name, and numerous Sages of the succeeding 
generation were his students. The amora Rabba bar 
Ulla may have been his son, but nothing is known of 
his private life. He died during one of his journeys to Ba- 
bylonia and was brought back to Eretz Yisrael for burial. 


LANGUAGE 


Basket [tirina] — x»Vv: Apparently from the Middle 
lranian tiryan, meaning wicker basket. 


NOTES 
It is written of him that he called it mount...field - 
Tw.. 12 nW: Some explain the Patriarchs’ differ- 
ent appellations of the Temple prophetically as charac- 
terizing the difference between the three Temples. The 
first Temple was like a mountain in all its grandeur; the 
second was but a field, especially in of the wake of its 
destruction. The Third Temple will once again be called 
the House of God (Maharsha; Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


The ingathering of the exiles and Creation - y13 
morn nwa: The Gemara’s analogy suggests that the 
ingathering of the exiles is tantamount to an act of 
creation ex nihilo. Before the ingathering of the exiles, 
the Jewish people will appear virtually nonexistent, en- 
gulfed by their exile. Their ingathering will therefore be 
akin to creating the nation anew (Maharsha). 
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the dates that grow there plentifully, which gave them strength and 
allowed them to engage in Torah study. The Gemara records a re- 
lated incident: Ulla’ visited Pumbedita, and his hosts brought him 
a basket [tirina]' of dates. He said to them: How many baskets of 
dates like these can one purchase for a zuz? They said to him: One 
can purchase three for a zuz. He said: How can it be that it is possible 
to purchase a basketful of date honey for just a single zuz, and yet 
the Babylonians do not engage in Torah study more extensively? 
Since the cost of food is so low and they do not need to work hard to 
support themselves, the Babylonians should be more extensively 
engaged in Torah study. 


That night, the dates he ate afflicted him and he suffered from indiges- 
tion. In light of this, Ulla retracted his original assessment of the 
Babylonians and instead praised them and said: A basketful of lethal 
poison, i.e., the dates that cause indigestion, sells for a zuz in Baby- 
lonia, and despite the fact that they suffer its effects the Babylonians 
still engage in Torah study. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of prophecies of consolation that 
are related to those in the book of Hosea. And Rabbi Elazar said: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “And many peoples 
shall go and say: Go and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, 
to the house of the God of Jacob; and He will teach us of His ways, 
and we will walk in His paths” (Isaiah 2:3)? The Gemara notes that 
Jacob is the only Patriarch mentioned and asks: Is He the God of 
Jacob and not the God of Abraham and Isaac? 


Rather, the verse specifically mentions Jacob to allude to the fact that 
the Temple will ultimately be described in the same way that Jacob 
referred to it. It will not be referred to as it was referred to by Abra- 
ham. It is written of him that when he prayed at the location of the 
Temple mountain, he called it mount, as it is stated: “As it is said on 
this day: On the mount where the Lord is seen” (Genesis 22:14). 
And it will not be referred to as it was referred to by Isaac. It is written 
of him that he called the location of the Temple field when he prayed 
there, as it is stated: “And Isaac went out to meditate in the field”™ 
(Genesis 24:63). Rather, it will be described as it was referred to by 
Jacob, who called it house, as it is stated: “And he called the name 
of that place Beth-El” (Genesis 28:19), which means house of God. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The day of the ingathering of exiles is as great 

as the day on which heaven and earth were created." This is derived 

by means of a verbal analogy between the word day in these two 

contexts, as it is stated concerning the ingathering of exiles: “And the 

children of Judea and the children of Israel shall be gathered to- 
gether, and they shall appoint themselves one head, and shall go 

up out of the land; for great shall be the day of Jezreel” (Hosea 2:2), 
and it is written in the narrative of Creation: “And there was evening 

and there was morning, one day” (Genesis 1:5). 


We learned in the mishna: In the case of an orphan with multiple 
guardians, if each of his guardians slaughtered a Paschal lamb on his 
behalf, he may eat in whichever place he wishes. The Gemara sug- 
gests: You can learn from it that there is retroactive clarification, 
and one’s ultimate decision as to which group he wishes to be part of 
retroactively indicates that from the outset he was registered in that 
group. This is problematic, as no halakhic conclusion has been reached 
in the matter of retroactive clarification. The Gemara therefore rejects 
this suggestion: Rabbi Zeira said: The halakha in the mishna is not 
based on retroactive clarification, but rather on the following princi- 
ple: The verse states: “They shall take to them every man a lamb, ac- 
cording to their fathers’ houses, a lamb for a household” (Exodus 
12:3), indicating that a minor’s membership in the household is suf- 
ficient for him to be registered in the household’s Paschal lamb in any 
case, even without his agreement. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: Alamb for a household teaches that 
a person brings and slaughters a Paschal lamb on behalf of his 
minor son and daughter and on behalf of his Canaanite slave and 
maidservant, whether with their consent or without their con- 
sent. Since they do not have a legal identity independent of their 
household membership, their membership is sufficient to include 
them, even without their consent." However, one may not slaugh- 
ter the Paschal lamb on behalf of his adult son or daughter, or on 
behalf of his Hebrew slave and maidservant, or on behalf of his 
wife unless he has their consent. Since they have legal identities 
independent of their household membership, their inclusion can 
be achieved only through their consent. 


It was taught in another baraita: A person may not slaughter a 

Paschal lamb on behalf of his adult son or daughter, or on behalf 
of his Hebrew slave and maidservant, or on behalf of his wife 

unless he has their consent. However, he may slaughter on behalf 
of his son or daughter who are minors, or on behalf of his Ca- 
naanite slave or maidservant, both with their consent or without 

their consent. And if any of them who slaughtered a Paschal lamb 

for themselves, and their master, i.e., the father or owner, also 

slaughtered on their behalf, they can fulfill their obligation only 
with the Paschal lamb of their master, and they do not fulfill their 
obligation with their own." 


The baraita concludes that this is the halakha except with regard to 
the wife, who is able to protest to her husband and say: I choose 
not to be supported by you and will therefore not grant you the 
proceeds of my labor. She therefore retains the ability to slaughter 
her own Paschal lamb, despite the fact that her husband slaughtered 
one on her behalf. 


The fact that the conclusion of the baraita specifically mentions a 
wife implies she is the only exception, but adult children or Hebrew 
slaves would perforce be included in their father’s and master’s 
Paschal lamb, even if they slaughtered one for themselves. The Ge- 
mara challenges this: What is different about a wife; how is her 
status any different from that of adult children or Hebrew slaves? 
Rava said: The conclusion of the baraita is not limited to a wife, 
rather, it is referring to a wife and all who are similar to her, includ- 
ing adult children and Hebrew slaves. Since they all enjoy legal 
identities independent of their master, they may slaughter a Paschal 
lamb for themselves despite the master’s intention to include them 
in his. However, minor children and Canaanite slaves lack any le- 
gally independent identity, and so their master’s intention for them 
to be included in his Paschal lamb precludes their ability to offer 
their own. 


The Gemara notes that this matter itself is difficult. You said in the 
conclusion of the baraita: Except for a wife, who is able to protest. 
She may therefore slaughter her own Paschal lamb, despite the fact 
that her husband slaughtered one on her behalf. The baraita states 
that the reason she can slaughter her own Paschal lamb is that she 
protests, which implies that ifshe does not protest, she must fulfill 
her obligation with her husband’s Paschal lamb. But doesn’t the 
first clause of that same baraita teach that a man slaughters a Pas- 
chal lamb on behalf of his adult children, Hebrew slaves, and his 
wife only with their consent, from which one can infer that in an 
indeterminate case, where the woman did not explicitly give her 
consent, she does not fulfill her obligation with her husband’s 
lamb? 


The Gemara resolves this difficulty: What does the first clause mean 
when it teaches that one may slaughter the Paschal lamb only with 
their consent? It is not referring to a case where they explicitly said 
yes, thereby clarifying their intent; rather, it is referring to an inde- 
terminate case where they did not explicitly agree, but their im- 
plicit consent is presumed. The ruling of the baraita comes to ex- 
clude only the case where they explicitly said no, clearly excluding 
themselves from their master’s Paschal lamb." 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal lamb for minors and slaves - pvp nbs 


Day}; One may slaughter a Paschal lamb for his 


minor 


children and his Canaanite slaves and maidservants, with 
or without their consent (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


Korban Pesah 2:8). 


Minors and slaves who slaughtered a Paschal lamb for 


themselves - pyy) tay) op WNW: If one s 
tered a Paschal lamb for his minor children or Can 
slaves and they slaughtered a Paschal lamb for 
selves, they may partake of his lamb but not o 


augh- 
aanite 
them- 
their 


own (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:9). 


A Paschal lamb for one's wife and children - nb 


yn inwyd: One may slaughter a Paschal lamb 


or his 


wife, adult children, and Hebrew slaves only with their 


consent. If they are silent and do not protest, i 


is as 


though they consented (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


Korban Pesah 2:8). 
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HALAKHA 
If one’s wife and children slaughtered - v3 inwy wrw: 


If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb for his wife, adult children, 


or Hebrew slaves who also slaughtered a Paschal lamb for 


themselves, they fulfill the mitzva only with their own lamb, 
not with the lamb of their husband, father, or master, respec- 


ti 


ively (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:10). 


A slave of two partners - amw Ww bw ‘tay: A slave that 
belongs to two partners may not eat from the Paschal lamb 


of either one if they are exacting with each other. However, 


if they are not exacting, he may partake of the Paschal lamb 


of whichever master he chooses (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:12). 


LANGUAGE 
Pot [patya] - x5: From the Akkadian patti, meaning chest. 
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The Gemara challenges this reading of the first clause. But wasn’t 
it taught in the baraita: Any of them, i.e., minor children and 
Canaanite slaves, who slaughtered a Paschal lamb and their 
master also slaughtered a Paschal lamb on their behalf, fulfills 
his obligation only with the lamb of their master, which is an 
indeterminate case, and the baraita teaches: This is the halakha, 
except for the wife, because she is able to protest, and except 
for adult children and Hebrew slaves, who share her independent 
status, as explained previously in the Gemara? Apparently, a 
person is included in his master’s sacrifice, unless he explicitly 
indicates intent to the contrary. 


Rava resolved this difficulty and said: Since they slaughtered 
their own Paschal lambs, you do not have a protest greater than 
this. The act of slaughtering their own Paschal lambs clearly 
demonstrates they intend to partake of their own lambs and do 
not intend to be included in the master’s group." 


We learned in the mishna: A slave jointly owned by two partners 

may not eat from the lamb of either of them unless it was stipu- 
lated beforehand from whose lamb he will partake. Rav Eina the 

Elder raised a contradiction before Rav Nahman. We learned 

in the mishna: A slave jointly owned by two partners may not 
eat from the lamb of either of them. But wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita: Ifhe wanted to, he may eat from this one, and ifhe wanted 

to, he may eat from that one. 


Rav Nahman said to him: Eina the Elder, and some say that he 
called him black pot [patya],' a term of endearment for a schol- 
ar who works hard studying Torah: From me and from you, 
clarification of this halakha will be concluded. The mishna is 
referring to a case where the partners are exacting with each 
other.’ Therefore, presumably, neither partner will allow his half 
of the slave to partake from his partner’s Paschal lamb. The barai- 
ta is referring to a case where they are not exacting with each 
other. In that case, the slave may eat from the Paschal lamb of 
whichever partner he chooses." 


We learned in the mishna: One who is half slave and half free 
man may not eat from his master’s Paschal lamb. It is specifi- 
cally from his master’s lamb that he may not eat; however, from 
his own lamb he may eat. But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: He 
may eat neither from his own nor from his master’s Paschal 
lamb? 


The Gemara answers that this is not difficult: Here, the baraita 
that rules that the half slave may partake neither of his own nor 
of his master’s lamb, is in accordance with the original version 
of the mishna, which cites Beit Hillel’s opinion that the master 
retains his rights to the half slave. There, the mishna that allows 
the half slave to partake of his own lamb, is in accordance with 
the ultimate version of the mishna, which cites Beit Hillel’s re- 
vised opinion, according to which the status of the half slave is 
altered such that he is considered like a free man as pertains to 
his inclusion in a group for the Paschal lamb." As we learned in 
a mishna: One who is half slave and half free man serves his 
master one day and himself one day; this is the statement of 
Beit Hillel. Beit Shammai say: 


NOTES 


Are exacting with each other — »139% 57: The Rambam 
explains that the two masters of the slave are concerned that if 
the other master provides for the slave, the slave will be drawn 
to that master. Therefore, neither permits the slave to eat from 
the other master’s offering. 


The original version of the mishna and the ultimate version 
of the mishna — main mwa AWK mwa: The Rambam 


explains the Gemara’s answer in a manner contrary to Rashi’s 
explanation, upon which the above translation is based. Ac- 
cording to the Rambam, since the first mishna accords the slave 
a particular legal status, he is able to partake of his own Paschal 
lamb. According to the later mishna, which requires the master 
to free the slave, the half slave does not have a fixed legal status 
and may not even eat from his own Paschal lamb until he is 
actually freed (Meiri). 
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You have remedied the situation of his master, who benefits fully 
from all his rights to the slave, but his own situation you have not 
remedied. How so? He is not able to marry a maidservant, since 
half of him is already free, and a free Jew may not marry a Canaan- 
ite maidservant. He is also not able to marry a free woman, since 
half of him is still a slave, and a Jewish woman may not marry a 
Canaanite slave. And if you say he should be idle and not marry, but 
is it not true that the world was created only for procreation, as 
it is stated: “He did not create it to be a waste; He formed it to 
be inhabited” (Isaiah 45:18)? Rather, for the improvement of the 
world we force his master" to make him a free man, and the slave 
writes a bill accepting his responsibility to pay half his value to his 
master. This was the original version of the mishna. 


The ultimate version of the mishna records the retraction of Beit 
Hillel: And Beit Hillel retracted its position and ruled like Beit 
Shammai. 


MI S H NA In the case of one who says to his slave: Go 


and slaughter the Paschal offering on my 
behalf," but does not specify which type of animal to slaughter, the 
halakha is as follows: If the slave slaughtered a kid, his master may 
eat it; if he slaughtered a lamb, his master may eat it. If the slave 
slaughtered both a kid and a lamb, his master should eat from the 
first one that was slaughtered; the second is invalid and should be 
burned. 


If the master had stated explicitly which type of animal to slaughter, 
but the slave forgot what his master said to him," what should he 
do? He should slaughter both a lamb and a kid and say the follow- 
ing stipulation: If my master said to me that I should slaughter a 
kid, the kid is for his Paschal offering and the lamb is for mine;" 
and if my master said to me that I should slaughter a lamb, the 
lamb is for his Paschal offering and the kid is for mine. In this way, 
once the master ultimately clarifies what he had originally said, both 
animals may be used accordingly. 


If his master also forgot what he said to him, neither animal may 
be used, since it has not been clarified which of the animals the slave 
and master are registered for. Therefore, both of them, the lamb and 
the kid, go out to the place designated for burning, in accordance 
with the halakha pertaining to offerings that may not be eaten. How- 
ever, despite this, both the master and slave are exempt from ob- 
serving the second Pesah if the blood of the animals has already 


been applied to the altar before the master forgot. 
The mishna teaches that if the master did 


G E MA not specify which type of animal he wishes 


to use, he eats from whichever type the slave slaughters. The Ge- 
mara exclaims: It is obvious. Since the master did not specify, he 
apparently does not havea preference. Therefore, whichever animal 
is used will be acceptable. The Gemara answers: The mishna’s ruling 
is necessary in the case where the slave slaughtered a kid. His 
master may eat it even though the master is accustomed to use a 
lamb. Even though he is accustomed to do so, it is not presumed 
that he is particular to use only a lamb, since he did not explicitly 
say so. Similarly, if the slave slaughtered a lamb, his master may eat 
it, although he is accustomed to use a kid for his Paschal offering. 


We learned in the mishna: If the slave slaughtered a kid and a lamb, 
his master should eat from the first one" the slave slaughtered. To 
allow for the possibility of eating from whichever one is slaughtered 
first, the master must have been registered to eat from either animal. 
The Gemara cites a baraita that appears to contradict this: Wasn’t it 
taught: One may not be registered for two Paschal offerings at 
once? 


NOTES 

He did not create it to be a waste — ATA Yin x): The 
commentators discuss why the mishna does not cite the 
command “Be fruitful and multiply” (Genesis 1:22) as the 
impetus to force the master to free the half slave, but 
instead utilizes the verse from Isaiah, which states that 
the world was formed “to be inhabited.” Some suggest 
that the individual obligation of the half slave to be fruitful 
and multiply is not sufficient reason to force the master to 
free the slave. The master can be forced to free him only 
because the verse in Isaiah indicates that populating the 
world is of such significance that it is part of the purpose 
of Creation (Tosafot). 


And the lamb is for mine - oy aber: If, as the Gemara 
explains, a half slave is unable to fulfill his obligation with 
his own offering due to the objection of his master, why 
is a full slave able to do so? Some suggest that clearly, in 
this case, the master does not object to the slave fulfilling 
his obligation with his own offering. This is because the 
only way for the master to fulfill his own obligation is by 
allowing the slave to make a stipulation on two animals 
and fulfill his own obligation with the one the master had 
not requested (Rashash). 


His master should eat from the first one - ja bax 
tiwag: The Gemara establishes that this ruling is limited 
to a case of a king and queen. However, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud a different explanation is suggested. The Sages 
stipulated that any time two different types of animals are 
slaughtered as an offering, one should eat from the first 
one that was slaughtered. However, some commentaries 
assert that this applies only to a case in which two animals 
of the same type were slaughtered as the Paschal lamb. 
Since, in such a case, there is no clear preference for one 
over the other, the first one slaughtered should be used 
(Gilyonei HaShas). 


HALAKHA 


We force his master — 131. ny Dia: If one is half slave and 
half free man, his master is forced to free him, and the 
slave must pay the master half his value (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 7:7). 


One whosays to his slave, go and slaughter the Paschal 
offering on my behalf - ny sy vinya wy tray) sind 
nba: If one tells his slave to slaughter a Paschal lamb on 
his behalf, even if he is accustomed every year to slaughter 
a lamb and the slave slaughters a kid or vice versa, the 
master eats whatever his slave has slaughtered. If the slave 
slaughters both a lamb and a kid, neither may be eaten 
and both are burned (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 3:1). 


If the slave forgot what his master said to him - naw 
ind ‘Was TA: If a messenger received explicit instruc- 
tions pertaining to which type of animal to slaughter on 
someone's behalf, and the messenger forgot which type 
was specified, he should slaughter a kid and a lamb and 
stipulate that whichever one he was requested to slaugh- 
ter should be for the person who sent him, and the other 
one should be for himself (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 3:2). 
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NOTES 
King and queen - abi thn: Rashi ex- 
plains that the unique halakha of a king and 
queen is due to the fact they are always 
satisfied with whatever food is presented to 
them by their slaves, since all their foods are 
of good quality. Therefore, the first animal 
the slave slaughters is certainly acceptable, 
and it is unnecessary to slaughter a second. 
However, the Rambam explains that the 
halakha in this case is due to a special leni- 
ency in the interests of maintaining good 
relations with the monarchy. 

Some commentaries explain that there is 
a concern that the king and queen may be- 
come angry at their slaves, who made the 
mistake, and punish them harshly, perhaps 
even executing them. Others submit that 
there is a fear that the king may become 
angry at the Sages for disqualifying both 
animals. To forestall these possibilities, the 
Sages permitted the king and queen to eat 
whichever animal was slaughtered first (see 
Meiri). 

The Tosefot Yom Tov proposes another 
explanation. Since the king and queen re- 
ied on the Sages’ decisions with regard to 
all ritual matters, the Sages could decide for 
hem which animal would be their offering. 
This would well explain why the Gemara 
immediately cites the incident of the lizard 
in the royal kitchen. It illustrates the extent 
o which the king and queen relied upon 
he Sages. 


Acquisition for a slave - sav) pap: This 
principle applies only to a Canaanite slave; a 
Jewish slave has full financial independence 
ike any other Jew. A Canaanite slave is un- 
able to acquire his own property because 
his body belongs to his master. Therefore, 
anything a slave attempts to acquire is im- 
mediately and automatically acquired by 
his master. There is one exception to this: If 
another person presents a gift to the slave 
with the explicit condition that the slave's 
master should not gain any rights to it, the 
item belongs exclusively to the slave. 


HALAKHA 

King and queen - abi bn: If a king 
and queen sent their slaves to slaughter a 
Paschal offering for them, and the slaves 
slaughtered both a kid and a lamb, the king 
and queen should eat from the one that 
was slaughtered first (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 3:1). 


PERSONALITIES 
The king and queen and Rabban Gamliel - 
Syn pany tabi qo: The Rabban Gamliel 
mentioned here is Rabban Gamliel the Elder, 
the grandson of Hillel. The king and queen 
are presumably Agrippa | and his wife. This 
is one of the many stories told of the righ- 
teousness of Agrippa I, and the fact that he 
used to consult with the Sages concerning 
every matter. 
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The Gemara answers: The mishna discusses a case of a king and queen 
and similar cases of those for whom food is supplied by slaves. They are 
content with whatever food is presented to them, since all their food is of 
good quality. Such people have the intent to be registered with whichever 
animal their slaves select to slaughter first, and only with that animal. 


And similarly, it was taught in a baraita: One may not register for two Pas- 
chal offerings at once. And there was an incident involving a king and 

queen who said to their slaves: Go and slaughter the Paschal offering on 

our behalf. And they went out and slaughtered two Paschal offerings on 

their behalf. They came and asked the king which one he wished to eat. He 

said to them: Go and ask the queen. They came and asked the queen. She 

said to them: Go and ask Rabban Gamliel’ to rule which one should be 

used. 


They came and asked Rabban Gamliel. He said to them: A king and queen, 
who are easily accepting of whichever foods their slaves choose to present 
to them, should eat from the first one that was slaughtered, since it is pre- 
sumed they wished to be registered for any animal the slaves selected. But 
we, the general populace, who have limited supplies of food and so are par- 
ticular about what food is served to us, would not eat from the first or from 
the second, since it is not permitted to be registered for two Paschal lambs 
at once. 


And another time there was a similar incident involving the king, queen, and 
Rabban Gamliel. It happened that a dead lizard was found in the kitchen of 
the royal house. Since a lizard is one of the creeping animals whose carcasses 
impart ritual impurity upon contact, they wanted to pronounce the entire 
meal ritually impure. They came and asked the king. He said to them: Go 
and ask the queen. They came and asked the queen. She said to them: Go 
and ask Rabban Gamliel to rule on the matter. 


They came and asked him, and he said to them: Is the kitchen boiling or 
cold? They said to him: It is boiling. He said to them: Go and pour a cup 
of cold liquid upon the lizard. They went and poured a cup of cold liquid 
on it and it quivered, demonstrating that it was still alive. That being the case, 
Rabban Gamliel pronounced the entire meal to be ritually pure, as a live 
creeping animal does not impart ritual impurity.® 


The Gemara comments: It turns out that the king is dependent on the 
queen, and it turns out that the queen is dependent on Rabban Gamliel. 
And so it turns out that the entire royal meal is dependent upon Rabban 
Gamliel. 


We learned in the mishna: If the master had explicitly stated which type of 
animal to slaughter, but the slave forgot what his master said to him, the 
slave should slaughter both a lamb and a kid and stipulate: If my master said 
to slaughter a kid, the kid is for his Paschal offering and the lamb is for mine. 
The Gemara asks: How does it help if the slave stipulates that lamb will be 
for mine? Whatever a slave acquires, he does not gain ownership of it; 
rather, his master acquires it in his stead." 


BACKGROUND 


The lizard that quivered - nwnw mx: Lizards, like other reptiles, 
do not have a static blood temperature, “and so their behavior changes 
according to the ambient temperature. However, even reptiles cannot 
endure very high temperatures. They can die from the stress of heat 
causing rapidly changing conditions in their bodies. Nevertheless, Rab- 
ban Gamliel considered the possibility that the lizard may still be alive 
but only appear to be dead due to the high temperature. He therefore 
advised them to pour cool liquid on it. When indeed the lizard displayed 
signs of life, Rabban Gamliel was able to declare the meal ritually pure. 


Mexican spiny-tailed iguana in Caye Caulker, Belize, a small island in the Caribbean Sea, lying 
on a branch in a hot environment. It is not immediately apparent whether or not it is alive. 
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Abaye said the slave can retain ownership of the lamb in the following 
manner: The slave goes to a shepherd that his master regularly patron- 
izes, since it can be assumed such a person is pleased to find a solution 
for his master. The shepherd grants the slave ownership of one of 
the animals on condition that his master has no rights to it. With 
this condition, the slave is able to retain ownership of the animal, thus 
allowing him to effectively make the stipulation described in the mishna. 


We learned in the mishna: If a slave forgot which animal his master had 
specified and therefore offered a lamb and a kid with a stipulation, and 
his master also forgot what he said to him," neither animal may be used. 
Instead, both are burned. However, despite this, both the master and the 
slave are exempt from observing the second Pesah. Abaye said: They 
taught that they are exempt from the second Pesah in a case where the 
master forgot only after the sprinkling" of the blood on the altar, for at 
the time the blood of each animal was sprinkled, it was still fit to be 
eaten, since the master still knew which animal he desired. Both animals 
are therefore considered to have been offered properly, and so both 
master and slave are exempt from the second Pesah. But if the slave had 
already forgotten which animal he specified before the sprinkling, so 
that when the blood was sprinkled the offering was not fit to be eaten, 
the animals are not considered to have been properly offered. Conse- 
quently, the master and slave are both obligated to observe the second 
Pesah. 


Some teach this statement of Abaye as referring to the following barai- 
ta: Five people had the hides of their Paschal lambs mixed up to- 
gether, and a wart was found on one of them. Since a wart is one of the 

blemishes that disqualify an animal from being used as an offering, the 

Paschal lamb from which the hide came is invalid. Since it is not possible 

to identify which lamb the hide came from, the meat of all of the lambs 

must go out to the place designated for burning. Nevertheless, all five 

people are exempt from observing the second Pesah. 


It is with regard to this baraita that Abaye said: They taught that they 
are all exempt from the second Pesah in a case where the hides were 
mixed up together only after the sprinkling of the blood on the altar, 
for at the time the blood of each of the other four animals was sprin- 
kled, each one of the four unblemished lambs was, at any rate, fit to be 
eaten, and therefore the owners are considered to have fulfilled their 
obligation to slaughter a fit Paschal lamb. As such, they are exempt from 
the second Pesah. But if they were mixed up together before the sprin- 
kling, each of the five lambs could possibly be the blemished one. Be- 
cause of the doubt that exists with regard to all of them, they are all 
disqualified from being offered. Therefore, none of the five people fulfill 
their obligation, and they are all obligated to observe the second 
Pesah." 


The Gemara comments: The one who teaches this statement of Abaye 

as referring to the case in the mishna, where the disqualification is due 

only to a lack of awareness of which animals are registered for whom, 
but the animals themselves are inherently valid to be used, he would say 
that Abaye’s ruling applies all the more so to the baraita, where the 

disqualification is due to a blemish in the body of the animal itself. How- 
ever, the one who teaches Abaye’s statement as referring to the case in 

the baraita would say that with regard to the mishna, no, it does not 
apply. Since both animals are inherently valid to be used, for if the slave 

remembers which animal the master requested, each one will be fit to 

be eaten, the following may be said: It is revealed before God in Heav- 
en which offering belongs to which person; the lack of awareness of this 

information does not impinge of the offerings’ validity, and therefore 

both the master and slave are exempt from the second Pesah. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the previously mentioned baraita con- 
cerning five people who offered Paschal lambs, and it was made clear 
that one of the lambs was invalid: The Master said: All of them are 
exempt from observing the second Pesah. The Gemara asks: But there 
is one, the owner of the lamb with the blemished hide, who did not 
fulfill his obligation to bring a valid Paschal lamb. How then can all five 
be exempt? 


HALAKHA 


His master forgot what he said to him - ma ‘a1 naw 
b ag: If a master told his slave precisely which type 
of animal to slaughter for his Paschal offering, and the 
slave forgot what the master said, the slave should of- 
fer both a lamb and a kid and stipulate that whichever 
one the master desired is for him. If the master himself 
forgot what he told his slave, both animals must be 
burned. However, if the master had already forgotten 
before the blood was sprinkled on the altar, they are 
both obligated to bring the second Pesah. If he forgot 
only after the blood was sprinkled on the altar, they are 
both exempt from the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 3:2). 


If the hides of the Paschal lambs became mixed up - 
anpa niy wma: If the hides of the Paschal lambs 
belonging to different people became mixed up, and 
a wart, which is a disqualifying blemish, is found on 
one of them, the meat of the all of those Paschal lambs 
must be burned. If the hides were mixed up before the 
blood was sprinkled on the altar, they are all obligated 
to bring the second Pesah. However, if they were mixed 
up only after the blood was sprinkled on the altar, they 
are not obligated to bring the second Pesah (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 3:9). 


NOTES 


Sprinkling — A: This term refers to the presentation 
of sacrificial blood on the altar. The manner in which the 
blood was presented on the altar varied according to 
the nature of the particular offering. The presentation of 
blood on the altar was the essential element necessary 
for an offering to bring about atonement. Accordingly, 
as soon as the blood was presented as required on the 
altar, the person who brought the offering was granted 
atonement, even if the later sacrificial rites connected 
with the offering were not completed in the required 
manner. 
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NOTES 

Let all five bring one priest - 3 17 nwan bs oT: 
Several manuscripts of the Gemara write that even in 
this case five priests should be used, each of them reg- 
istering with all five Paschal lambs. While it is clear that 
technically, one priest would be sufficient for the stipula- 
tion to work (Rashi), it may be that practically speaking, 
five priests must be utilized, since it is difficult for a single 
priest to eat the large quantity of meat provided by five 
breasts and five hind legs (Josefot Rid). 
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The Gemara answers: Because it is not possible to do otherwise; 
for what should he do? Let each one of the five bring a Paschal 
lamb. This would not be a solution. They would be bringing un- 
consecrated animals into the Temple courtyard, since four of 
them, i.e., the owners of the unblemished lambs, have already val- 
idly performed the ritual of the Paschal lamb. They are not obli- 
gated to bring another Paschal lamb; therefore, they are unable to 
consecrate another Paschal lamb. If they attempt to do so, the lamb 
remains unconsecrated and may not be brought into the Temple 
courtyard. 


The Gemara suggests an alternative way for the five to ensure that 
they have all fulfilled their obligations: Let them all bring one Pas- 
chal lamb as a unified group. The Gemara rejects this as well: This 
would also not be a solution. It would turn out that the Paschal 
lamb was eaten by those who have not registered for it, since one 
who has already fulfilled his obligation to bring a Paschal lamb is 
unable to be registered in a group formed in order to offer another 
one. 


What is this? Surely a solution can be found by using the following 
stipulation: Let each one bring his Paschal lamb and stipulate and 
say: If mine was the blemished lamb, this lamb that I am bringing 
now shall be a Paschal lamb, and if mine was unblemished, this 
lamb that I am bringing now shall be a peace-offering. 


It is not possible to do this, 


because there are the breast and the hind leg, which the priests 
eat only if the offering is a peace-offering, but not if it is a Paschal 
lamb. Due to the distinction between the two types of offerings, the 
proposed stipulation does not provide a solution. It would remain 
unclear who should eat these portions of the offering. 


The Gemara suggests that it may still be possible to find a way to use 
the stipulation: Let each one of these five people bringing a new 
Paschal lamb bring a priest to be registered with him for their Pas- 
chal lamb. Then the priest will eat the breasts and hind legs. Since 
the priest eats these portions of the offering in any event, there is no 
longer any practical distinction between the two types of offerings. 
The stipulation should therefore provide a solution. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: What are the circumstances of 
this priest? If he had already performed the ritual of the Paschal 

lamb during the first Pesah, then, as the Gemara explained previ- 
ously, he is unable to be registered to partake of a new Paschal lamb. 
If so, there is concern that perhaps this offering is a Paschal lamb 

and not a peace-offering, and it will turn out that a Paschal lamb is 

eaten by those who did not register for it. And if, on the other hand, 
the priest had not performed the ritual of the Paschal lamb on the 

first Pesah, there is concern that perhaps this offering is a peace- 
offering, and it would turn out that this priest did not perform the 

ritual of the Paschal lamb at all. 


The Gemara modifies its suggestion: Let all five together bring one 
priest," who has not yet performed the ritual of the Paschal lamb. 
And let the priest register for all these five Paschal lambs. This 
should provide a solution. Whichever way you look at it, there is 
one person who has not yet performed the ritual of the Paschal 
lamb, and the priest will now fulfill his obligation together with him. 
If the priest then eats the breasts and hind legs of all the offerings, 
the stipulation should provide a viable solution. 
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The Gemara identifies a further distinction between a peace- 
offering and the Paschal lamb that precludes the use of the 
stipulation: Rather, the reason it is not possible to use the 
stipulation is because it would reduce the amount of time 
available for eating the peace-offering, for a Paschal lamb may 
be eaten only for a day and a night, whereas a peace-offering 
may be eaten for two days and one night. Were the stipulation 
to be made, all the offerings would have an uncertain status of 
either being a peace-offering or a Paschal lamb. They would 
therefore all be treated with the strictures of a Paschal lamb, and 
any meat remaining on the morning after the first night would 
have to be burnt. However, in the event that the offering was 
actually a peace-offering, this would be premature, since it may 
still be eaten for another day. 


The Gemara modifies the proposed stipulation: Instead of mak- 
ing a stipulation between a Paschal lamb and a regular peace- 
offering, let each one of them specify that if they have already 
fulfilled their obligations to bring a Paschal lamb, their intention 
is to consecrate and bring the current offering as a surplus Pas- 
chal lamb. The status of a surplus Paschal lamb is usually 
achieved when an animal is originally consecrated as a Paschal 
lamb but for some reason is not offered. Such an animal is offered 
as a type of peace-offering. 


The Gemara assumes here that it is also possible to consecrate an 
animal directly with this status, and therefore the following 
stipulation could be used. And when bringing their lambs they 
should each say: If mine was the blemished lamb, this lamb 
that I am bringing now shall be a Paschal lamb; and if mine 
was unblemished, this lamb that I am bringing now shall be a 
surplus Paschal lamb, which is type of peace-offering and may 
therefore be offered even if one has already fulfilled his obligation 
to bring a Paschal lamb. Although a surplus Paschal lamb has 
the sanctity of a peace-offering, it may be eaten for only one 
day and one night," similar to a Paschal lamb. Since there is no 
distinction between the time allotted to eat the two types of 
offerings, this stipulation should provide a solution.’ 


The Gemara challenges this suggestion: But can we designate 
animals initially as surplus Paschal lambs? This cannot be done; 
the sanctity of a surplus Paschal lamb is achieved only with an 
animal that was initially designated for a Paschal lamb but re- 
mained unused. If so, how is the suggested stipulation tenable? 
The Gemara explains: Let them trouble themselves to find and 
bring an unused leftover animal already invested with the sanc- 
tity of a surplus Paschal lamb, and let them make the suggested 
stipulation upon it. In this way, the stipulation should work and 
provide a solution. 


The Gemara identifies a distinction that exists even between a 
Paschal lamb and a surplus Paschal lamb that precludes the use 
of even this suggested stipulation. Rather, it is not possible to 
use the stipulation because of the requirement to perform the 
act of placing one’s hands on the head of the offering, for a 
Paschal lamb does not need the act of placing one’s hands, 
whereas a surplus Paschal lamb, since it is a type of peace- 
offering, does need the act of placing one’s hands." Due to this 
distinction, the proposed stipulation cannot provide a solution. 
It would remain unclear whether the offering requires one to 
perform the act of placing one’s hands on its head, an act that one 
is prohibited to do on an offering that does not require it. 


This distinction works out well to explain why the stipulation 
can't be used for an offering of men, since a man’s offering 
requires the act of placing one’s hands. However, if the case 
involved an offering of women, for which there is no such 
requirement, what is there to say? In such a case, there is no 
distinction between a Paschal lamb and a surplus Paschal lamb, 
and therefore the stipulation should provide a solution. 


NOTES 


A surplus Paschal lamb may be eaten for one day and one 
night - tnt ah oih bore Mgt Ain: Even this suggestion 
leaves an apparent difficulty: Although a surplus Paschal lamb 
may indeed be eaten the following day, a regular Paschal lamb 
must be eaten that night. If so, when there is a stipulation made 
between a Paschal lamb and a surplus Paschal lamb, there is still 
a problem of reducing the amount of time available for eating 
the offering. Some suggest that while it is true that the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah must be eaten during the night, on the 
second Pesah, which is the case under discussion, it may be 
eaten during the following day (Sefat Emet). Alternatively, even 
if it is assumed that on the second Pesah the lamb must be 
eaten during the nighttime, the offering can be slaughtered 
shortly before nightfall, so that practically speaking, there is no 
significant reduction in the amount of time during which it can 
be consumed (Sha'ar HaMelekh). 


A surplus Paschal lamb — npgit ani: A further distinction not 
mentioned in the Gemara can be made between a Paschal lamb 
and a surplus Paschal lamb: The prohibition against breaking the 
bones applies only to a Paschal lamb, but not to a surplus Paschal 
amb. As such, the marrow inside the bones of a Paschal lamb 
is never eaten. However, both of the other offerings, including 
a surplus Paschal lamb, may certainly be broken, and therefore 
he prohibition to leave over meat beyond the allotted time for 
he offering includes the marrow. As such, the question arises: 
Why doesn't this distinction preclude the possibility of using the 
stipulation suggested by the Gemara? Since there is a possibility 
hat the lamb is a regular Paschal lamb, the bones must be left 
unbroken and the marrow untouched. However, doing so would 
be problematic, because if the lamb were actually a surplus 
Paschal lamb, then one would be prohibited from leaving over 
any meat, including the marrow. Some suggest that this problem 
can easily be avoided by selecting a young lamb that does not 
yet have an olive-bulk of marrow in its bones, in which case 
there is no possibility of leaving the marrow uneaten (see Sha'ar 
HaMelekh; Hazon Ish). 


HALAKHA 
The act of placing one’s hands on offerings -niany by TDD: 
All offerings require the placing of the hands on the head of the 
animal, except for offerings of firstborn animals, tithed animals, 
and the Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:6). 
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NOTES 
Two that constitute four — yar jv DAW: This is the 
manner in which the blood of burnt-offerings, guilt- 
offerings, and peace-offerings is presented on the altar. 
The blood is sprinkled on the northeastern and south- 
western corners of the altar. 


HALAKHA 


Presentations of blood upon the altar - nayan by nina: 
The blood of a peace-offering is sprinkled upon the altar 
in two presentations that constitute four. The blood of the 
Paschal lamb is sprinkled upon the altar just once (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:6, 17). 


Ne (ges 


case of all offerings whose blood is sprinkled on the outer 
altar, if the blood is applied just once, one has fulfilled 
the obligation after the fact (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:1). 


The blood of the Paschal lamb is poured - n25wa nbs: 
The blood of the Paschal lamb is not thrown or sprinkled 
upon the altar. Rather, it is poured out at the base of the 
altar (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:6). 


Offerings whose blood must be applied to the altar by 
sprinkling, if one applied their blood by pouring — pant 
TYWI Nw Apa: If the blood of any offering that is 
supposed to be sprinkled upon the altar is poured, it is 
acceptable after the fact (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:2). 


Only if he already did it but not ab initio - mbna TIW: 
In the case of offerings whose blood is required to be 
thrown on the altar, such as peace-offerings, the blood 
cannot be poured ab initio. Therefore, in the case of five 
people whose Paschal lambs became mixed up, they are 
all exempt from bringing the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer 


Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 3:9). 
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The Gemara identifies a further distinction between a Paschal lamb 
and a surplus Paschal lamb that precludes the use of the stipulation: 
Rather, it is not possible to use the stipulation because of the require- 
ment to apply presentations of sacrificial blood upon the altar. For 
whereas the blood of a Paschal lamb is applied to the altar in one 
presentation, the blood of a peace-offering is applied to the altar with 
two that constitute four,’ i.e., the blood is applied on two opposite 
corners so that it runs down all four sides of the altar." 


What difference does the distinction in the number of presentations 
make? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to all offerings whose 
blood must be presented upon the outer altar, once the blood has 
been presented with one presentation, the offering has atoned, even 
if more presentations are ideally required? If so, it should be possible 
to use the stipulation and then make a single presentation of blood 
upon the altar, which would be valid for whichever type of offering it 
turned out to be." 


The Gemara identifies a further distinction: Rather, the proposal is 
not possible because of the following: Whereas the blood of the 
Paschal lamb must be applied to the altar by pouring it on the base of 
the altar," the blood of a peace-offering is applied by sprinkling it 
upon the altar. 


What difference does the manner of applying the blood make? Wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita: In the case of all offerings whose blood must be 
applied to the altar by sprinkling, if one applied their blood by 
pouring," one has nonetheless fulfilled one’s obligation? If so, it 
should be possible to use the stipulation and then pour the blood upon 
the base of the altar. This pouring would be valid, whichever type of 
offering it turned out to be. The Gemara answers: Say in response that 
we say that one fulfilled his obligation only if he already did it this way; 
but would he be allowed to do so ab initio as well?" Certainly not. 
Since the offering cannot be offered in a manner that is permissible ab 
initio, the distinction in the manner of applying the blood will preclude 
the use of the stipulation. 


MI S HNA In the case of one who says to his children: I 


am slaughtering the Paschal lamb on behalf 
of whomever of you goes up first to Jerusalem, as soon as the first 
of the children has entered his head and the majority of his body into 
Jerusalem, he has acquired his portion and acquires on behalf of his 
brothers their portions together with him. 


G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: You can learn from the 


case in the mishna that there is retroactive 
clarification. Although when the father slaughters the Paschal lamb it 
cannot be known which child will ultimately enter Jerusalem first, once 
one of the children does enter, the children are considered to have been 
registered for the father’s Paschal lamb from the outset. This is prob- 
lematic, as no halakhic conclusion has been reached in the matter of 
retroactive clarification. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The mishna is not based on retroactive clarifica- 
tion. Rather, the father included all his children in his Paschal lamb 

from the outset. He created this competition only in order to enthuse 

them, so that they would be expeditious in their fulfillment of mitzvot; 

but in fact his statement had no halakhic implications. 


According to the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan, the language of the 
mishna is also precise, as it teaches: And he acquires on behalf of his 
brothers their portions together with him. Granted, if you say that 
the father registered them from the beginning, before slaughtering 
the Paschal lamb, the case is well understood. But if you say that he 
did not register them from the beginning, but only after he slaugh- 
tered the Paschal lamb, can they then be registered? Didn’t we learn 
in a mishna: People can be registered and withdraw themselves from 
being registered for a Paschal lamb until it is slaughtered, but not af- 
ter? Clearly, then, the children must have already been registered from 
the outset, and we may learn from this precise reading of the mishna 
that Rabbi Yohanan’s explanation is correct. 
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That the competition was meant only to enthuse his children to 
be expeditious in their fulfillment of mitzvot was also implied 
by that which was taught in the conclusion ofa baraita that also 
records this competition: There was an incident such as this, 
and the daughters preceded the sons. And it turned out that 
the daughters demonstrated that they were enthusiastic, 
whereas the sons demonstrated that they were lazy. 


MI S HNA Additional people can always be regis- 


tered for a Paschal lamb, as long as 
there will be at least an olive-bulk of the lamb’s meat for each 
and every person registered.” People can be registered and 
withdraw themselves from being registered for a Paschal lamb 
until it is slaughtered. Rabbi Shimon says: Even until the 


priest sprinkles the blood. 

C E M A What is the first clause of the mishna 
teaching us? It is obvious that addi- 

tional people can be registered. This comes to teach us that 

although this group was registered for it, the entire group can 

withdraw and a different group can register for it, despite the 

fact that no one from the original group remains. 


We learned in the mishna: People can be registered and with- 
draw themselves from being registered for a Paschal lamb until 

it is slaughtered. Rabbi Shimon says: Even until the priest 

sprinkles the blood. The Gemara discusses the scope of the 

dispute between the first tanna and Rabbi Shimon: Abaye said: 

The dispute is only with regard to when one is able to withdraw 
from being registered. Both sides derive their opinions from 

the following verse: “And if the household be too little for a 

lamb [miheyot miseh], then shall he and his neighbor next to his 

house take one according to the number of the souls; according 

to every man’s eating you shall make your count for the lamb” 
(Exodus 12:4). The phrase miheyot miseh literally means: From 

being from a lamb. It is exegetically interpreted to refer to with- 
drawing from being registered for a lamb. 


The Rabbis hold that “from being [miheyot] from a lamb” indi- 
cates that one can withdraw only during the life [meihayutei] 

ofthe lamb, i.e., while the lamb is still alive. And Rabbi Shimon 

holds that the phrase indicates that one can withdraw during 

the happenings [meihavayatei] of the lamb," i.e., as long as the 

sacrificial service is still being performed, which culminates 

with the application of the blood upon the altar. But with regard 

to being registered for the Paschal lamb, all agree that one can 

be registered for a lamb only until it is slaughtered, as the 

previously cited verse concerning registration states, in its con- 
clusion: “According to the number [bemikhsat] of the people,” 
and then “you shall make your count [takhosu].’ The word 

takhosu is taken to mean: You shall slaughter, in accordance with 

its meaning in Aramaic. The order of the verse therefore indi- 
cates that people can be registered only prior to the animal’s 

slaughter. 


That was also taught in a baraita: People can be registered and 
withdraw themselves from being registered for a Paschal lamb 
until it is slaughtered. Rabbi Shimon says: They can be reg- 
istered until it is slaughtered and withdraw themselves from 
being registered until the priest sprinkles the blood. 


During the happenings of the lamb — nw ANAM: Accord- 
ing to the versions of the text recorded by Rabbeinu Hananel 
and the Arukh, Rabbi Shimon also took the phrase miheyot 
miseh to mean: From the life of the lamb. However, unlike 
the first tanna, who limits this to the life of the animal, Rabbi 


NOTES 


Shimon understands this phrase as referring to the blood 
of the animal, the essence of its life. Therefore, as long as 
the service of the blood has not been completed, people 
may still withdraw themselves from being registered for 
the lamb. 


HALAKHA 
Until when can one register — p333 Ma 1X: It is possible to 
continually register people for a Paschal lamb as long as there 
is an olive-bulk of meat for each person (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:14). 
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Daf89 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
One who registers another with him — ants iay nyaan: If 
one includes an additional person in his share of the Paschal 
lamb without the consent of the other members of the group, 
they have a right to tell him that he and his friend should eat 
from his single portion and they will eat their own portions 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:15). 


NOTES 


Fine hands — nia? W: This is one example of many euphe- 


misms used throughout the Gemara (see Pesahim 3a). In a 
similar expression, a person who is not overly fastidious is 
referred to as one whose mind is fine. In the Tosefta, instead 
of saying a person has fine hands, the following expression is 
used: One whose hands are loose. 
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MIS HN A Kore whois registered for a Paschal lamb uni- 


laterally registers another person with him 
in his portion of the Paschal lamb, the other members of his group 
are permitted to give him, i.e., the one who included the additional 
person, only his portion, which was originally allotted to him. And 
he, the additional person, eats from his portion, i.e., the portion of 
he who added him; and they, the other members of the group, eat 
from theirs." This is because they did not agree to the inclusion of the 
additional person. 


G E M ARA“ dilemma was raised before the Sages: If 


there is among the members of a group one 
of them who has fine hands, a euphemism for one who always hastens 
to take a large quantity of food," what is the halakha concerning wheth- 
er they can say to him: Take your allotted portion to eat and leave; 
and don’t take any more from the other's members portions? Do we 
say that he can say to them: You accepted me in the group without 
preconditions, and you therefore have no right to limit how much I 
can take now? Or perhaps they can say to him: When we accepted 
you, it was only for the preparation of the offering, to 
ensure that enough people would be registered to guarantee that 
the entire offering would be eaten with none left over. However, 
we did not accept you with the understanding that you would eat 
considerably more than us. 


Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from what we learned in 
the mishna: If one who registered for a Paschal lamb registers other 
people with him in his portion, the other members of the group are 
permitted to give him only his portion. And then he and the addi- 
tional people eat from his portion, and they, the other members 
of the group, eat from theirs. What is the reason for this? Is it not 
because it is comparable to a case where one of them has fine hands, 
because in the case of one who adds a person, he and the additional 
person together eat more than one portion? And if it could enter your 
mind to say that one with fine hands can say to them: You accepted 
me without preconditions, then this person, who registered an addi- 
tional person to join him, should be considered as though he had fine 
hands, and he should be able to take a double portion. Therefore, the 
mishna rules that the group can limit the quantity of food he takes. It 
is apparent that the claim of one with fine hands is not accepted. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: They say: No, a comparison should not 
be drawn. Including additional people of individual minds is different. 
Even if both of them together would eat a quantity equivalent to a 
single member of the group, the other members of the group can 
nonetheless say to him: It is not pleasant for us to have a strange 
person among us. Therefore, no proof can be offered from the mishna. 


Come and hear a resolution to the question from another mishna: In 
the case of an attendant who ate an olive-bulk of meat of the Paschal 
lamb next to the oven in which it is being roasted, if he were judicious, 
he should continue eating there to fill his stomach with it. By eating 
an olive-bulk, he has established his current location as his place for 
eating his Paschal lamb, and he may not eat any more in an additional 
location. If the members of the group wanted to do him a favor so 
that he may continue eating, they can come and sit at his side and eat 
there; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara makes the 
following inference: If they wanted to do him a favor, yes; but if they 
did not want to do so, no. But why should this be left to their discre- 
tion? Let him say to them: You accepted me unconditionally into the 
group, and therefore you have no right to prevent me from continuing 
to eat. The latter claim is not accepted, as is apparent by the mishna’s 
ruling that it is left to the group’s discretion 
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It is different there, in the case of an attendant, for they can say to 
him: When we accepted you, it was with the understanding that 
you would exert yourself before us and provide our needs by serv- 
ing as our waiter; but for us to exert ourselves by moving to a place 
that is convenient for you, we did not accept you. Therefore, no 
proof can be derived from the mishna. 


Come and hear an explicit resolution to this question from the 
Tosefta: Members of a group in which one of the group had fine 
hands are permitted to say to him:" Take your allotted portion to 
eat and leave; don’t take any more from the other members’ 
portions." And not only is this true of a group sharing a Paschal 
lamb, but even five people who made a shared meal of friends 
[sibolet]" throughout the year are permitted to say to one who has 
fine hands: Take your portion and leave. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, learn from this that that is the ruling. 


The Gemara discusses the text of the Tosefta: What new ruling is 
introduced by the expression: And not only? The Tosefta is speak- 
ing employing the style of: There is no need. The Gemara explains: 
There is no need to state this rule in the case of a group sharing a 
Paschal lamb, since they have a strong claim, as they can say to him: 
When we accepted you, it was only for the preparation of the 
offering, to ensure that there would be enough people to guarantee 
that the entire offering would be eaten. It is therefore immediately 
understood that the group retains a right to limit the size of the 
portion he takes. Rather, the Tosefta emphasizes that even with 
regard to a shared friendly meal, which is for the sake of compan- 
ionship only, they are permitted to say to him: Take your portion 
and leave. 


There are those who say that this question concerning what a group 

may say toa member who has fine hands is not our dilemma. Rath- 
er, this is our dilemma: Are members of a group permitted to 

divide up into smaller separate groups, or are they not allowed to 

divide up if there is no special reason to do so? 


Come and hear a resolution: Members ofa group in which one of 
them had fine hands are permitted to say to him: Take your por- 
tion and leave, which is equivalent to instructing him to form his 
own group, albeit of only one person. This indicates that only if his 
hands are fine, yes, they may divide into separate groups, but if his 
hands are not fine, no, they may not." The Gemara concludes: In- 
deed, learn from this that they are not allowed to divide up into 
separate groups for no reason." 


Incidental to this discussion, the Gemara recounts a related inci- 
dent: Rav Pappa’ and Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, mixed 
their bread" together in order to share it between them. By the 
time Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, ate one slice, Rav Pappa 
ate four slices. Rav Huna said to him: Let us stop sharing. Instead, 
divide the meal with me so that I can eat my portion. He said to 
him: You accepted my companionship, and it is improper to now 
retract. 


NOTES = —HW—____—_ 
Are permitted to say to him - anid PWY: In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud it is stated that if the group knew about his 
eating habits in advance, they may not tell him to leave, 
because they were fully aware that by accepting him their 
portions would be smaller. 


Are they permitted to divide up - pond Pw: The Ram- 
bam rules in accordance with the baraita that a group may 
not divide up into smaller groups without good reason. 


The Meiri disagrees and maintains that they may do so if 


hey so desire. In his view, the baraita relates only to forc- 
ibly separating people from the group. This may be done 
only with good reason, e.g., where one member takes more 
han his fair share. Otherwise, any group may divide up if all 
its members agree. In support of the position of the Meiri, 
some suggest that the rationale presented in the Gemara for 
allowing a group to divide up is to ensure the benefit of the 
other members of the group, and therefore being particular 
and not allowing a group to divide up in a case where no 
one stands to lose out would be comparable to the spiteful 
selfishness characteristic of Sodom. Consequently, it should 
certainly be permitted (Sefat Emet). 


Mixed their bread — x797 12%: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that they were both students in the same academy, 
lived in the same lodging, and shared their food (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
One who had fine hands — nia vp tw »2: If a member 
of a group for a Paschal lamb is a glutton, the others are 
entitled to give him his portion and tell him to eat it by 
himself (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:15). 


A shared meal of friends- nbizvp: If a group is sharing a 
common meal, they are entitled to tell a gluttonous member 
of the group to take his portion and eat elsewhere by himself 
(Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 176.10, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


One who does not have fine hands — nia? Yy px: A mem- 
ber of a group who is not a glutton cannot be told by the 
other members to eat by himself (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:15). 


LANGUAGE 
A shared meal of friends [sibolet] - nbiavp: From the Greek 
ovp Boar, sumbolé, meaning a meal shared by friends. 


Rav Pappa — X59 37: Rav Pappa belonged to the fifth gene- 
ration of the amora‘im of Babylon. He was a student of both 
Abaye and Rava in Pumbedita. Rav Pappa established an acad- 
emy in Neharde’a, where he was joined by his close friend 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who was appointed Chief Lec- 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Pappa had great respect for the Sages, and upon enter- 
ing acity he would immediately call upon the rabbinic head of 
the community. Once, Rav Pappa felt that he had spoken inap- 
propriately about one of the Sages, and he took upon himself 
a personal fast as penance for his act. 


turer. After Rava's death, many of his students came to study in He was reluctant to offer final rulings in areas of Jewish law, 


Neharde’a under Rav Pappa, who had more than two hundred 


students attending his lectures. 


Rav Pappa’s father was a wealthy merchant, and support- 


and he often chose to be stringent in accordance with both 
opinions in the Talmud rather than rule in accordance with a 
single viewpoint. 


ed him throughout many years of Talmud study. Rav Pappa Rav Pappa was blessed with ten sons, all of whom were 


became a wealthy businessman in his own right, a success- 
ful brewer of date beer as well as prospering in other busi- 
ness ventures. The Talmud records that he engaged in trade 
with both Jews and gentiles and had a reputation for fairness 
and generosity in his business dealings. Rav Huna became 
his partner in many such undertakings and became wealthy 


as well. 


Torah scholars. Traditionally, the names of the ten sons of Rav 
Pappa are recited as part of the ceremony at the completion 
of the study of a tractate. While the source of this tradition is 
unclear and the identities of the sons are uncertain as well, 
the Rema suggests that it commemorates the celebrations 
made by Rav Pappa with his sons upon completing a course 
of study. 


ae a % 

a ae eg oe 
ahd See 
Rav Pappa's tomb, according to some traditions, located on the border between 
Israel and Lebanon 
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PERSONALITIES 


Ravina — x»37: The Gemara here refers to Ravina |, who belonged 
o the sixth generation of the amoraim of Babylon. He studied 
in Sura, as a pupil and as a colleague of Rav Ashi, with whom he 
co-edited what became the Babylonian Talmud. The amora of 
he same name, Ravina 11, a nephew of Ravina |, belonged to the 
eighth and last generation of amoraiim. 

In the first decades of the fifth century, Rav Ashi (d. 427) and 
Ravina | (d. 421) led a group of amorai'm in the significant endeavor 
of compiling the Babylonian Talmud, i.e., collecting and editing 
he discussions, debates, and rulings of hundreds of scholars and 
Sages that had taken place over more than two hundred years 
since the compilation of the Mishna by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The 
ast of these editors and compilers was Ravina II, after whose time 
he Talmud was completed and, with the exception of relatively 
minor editing, became the basis for all further discussion and 
development of Jewish law. 


HALAKHA 


One who registers others with him for his Paschal lamb - mnan 
inpa by jay DNN: If one registers others with him for his Paschal 
lamb or Festival peace-offering, the money they pay for their 
share is considered non-sacred (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 4:10). 


One who sells his burnt-offering or peace-offerings - 13127 
vaw indiy: If one attempts to sell his burnt-offering or peace- 
offering, the sale is invalid. According to Torah law, the money 
remains non-sacred. However, the Sages imposed a fine and de- 
creed that the money be used for free-will offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Meila 4:8). 
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Rav Huna raised all these objections mentioned previously, 
and Rav Pappa answered him as we answered that those cases 
dealt with exceptional circumstances. Rav Huna then raised an 
objection from the mishna with regard to the members of a 
group sharing a Paschal lamb. Rav Pappa said to him: There, 
they are permitted to limit his portion only because they can 
say to him: When we accepted you it was for the preparation 
of the sacrifice, but when friends share a meal it is with the 
understanding that each one will fully participate regardless of 
how much he eats. Rav Huna finally raised an objection from 
the ruling of the Tosefta concerning a shared meal. Rav Pappa 
accepted the proof and divided the meal with him. 


On another occasion Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, went 
and mixed his bread together with Ravina.” By the time Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, ate one slice, Ravina ate eight. 
Rav Huna said jokingly: It is better to eat together with one 
hundred Pappas and not with one Ravina," because Ravina 
eats significantly more. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who registers others with 
him for his Paschal lamb or for his Festival peace- offering 
for the fourteenth of Nisan and takes money from them for 
their share, the money in his hand that he took for them is 
non-sacred." And one who sells his burnt-offering or peace- 
offerings" to another person has not done anything; the 
sale is completely invalid, and any money he receives for the 
transaction should go to the Temple fund to be used for the 
purchase of public free-will offerings which will be sacrificed 
as burnt-offerings. 


The Gemara asks: But since he has not done anything, the sale 
being completely invalid, why does the money fall to the fund 
used for free-will offerings? The money should remain non- 
sacred. Rava said: It is a fine that the Sages imposed to dissuade 
people from attempting to purchase others’ offerings. And what 
is the meaning of the phrase: And any money? It indicates that, 
although these offerings were worth only four zuz and they 
mistakenly gave him five zuz, even with regard to that extra zuz 
the Sages also fined him. They required it to be used for free- 
will offerings rather than considering the extra money a gift to 
the seller." 


Ulla said, and some say it was Rabbi Oshaya: Is it possible that 
our Babylonian friends know the reason of this following 
matter: This person designated a lamb for his Paschal lamb, 
consecrating it as such; and this other person designated 
money to give to the owner of the lamb in order to register 
with his Paschal lamb, consecrating the money for that purpose. 
The sanctity endowed in the money can be removed from it 
only when transferred to the lamb upon purchasing a portion 
in it. Ulla questions the rationale for this: How does the sanc- 
tity of the money take effect upon and transfer to the Paschal 
lamb, which is itself already sacred, as implied by the baraita 
that teaches that the money in his hand is non-sacred, clearly 
indicating that the sanctity was indeed transferred from the 
money? Surely, if it is already sacred, no more sanctity can be 
transferred to it. 


NOTES 


With one hundred Pappas and not with one Ravina - 7/2 
KYTINTN xy) 959: Some calculated that had Rav Huna eaten 
with one hundred people who all ate at the speed of Rav 
Pappa all bringing their own loaves, Rav Huna would still be 
able to eat a quarter of a loaf. However, by sharing a single 
loaf with Ravina, Rav Huna wouldn't be able to eat even a 
quarter of it before Ravina had eaten the rest. 


Any money - j7% bs niy: When it comes to consecrated 


property, the regular rules of fraud do not apply. What- 
ever money is paid for an item is considered the legiti- 
mate payment for that item. In other instances, however, 
if one tricked the buyer and overcharged him, the extra 
money is returned and the transaction may even be nul- 
lified. The novel element in this case is that although 
the sale is invalid, the fine is applied to the entire sum 
that the buyer paid, and he does not get his money 
back (Sefer Hafla‘a). 
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A mishna and baraita that the Gemara cites later on in the discussion 

teach that, logically, were it not for a verse teaching otherwise, the pro- 
hibition against using as an offering an animal given as payment for a 

prostitute’s services" should apply even in a case where the animal had 

already been consecrated as an offering before being given as payment. 
Abaye said: If not that Rabbi Oshaya established that that mishna is 

referring to a case of one who registers a prostitute" for his Paschal 

lamb as her payment, and this position is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, whom Rabbi Oshaya apparently under- 
stood and who holds that a person retains monetary rights to his Paschal 

lamb even after consecration, which is why one is able to register the 

prostitute for it, I would have established that mishna as referring only 
to offerings of lesser sanctity and claimed it is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said: Offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity are the monetary property of their owners, and therefore it is 

possible for the owner to use them as payment for a prostitute. 


But I would have presumed that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that a 
Paschal lamb is unlike regular offerings of lesser sanctity, in that a per- 
son does not restrict its consecration in order to retain monetary rights 
to it, and it is therefore not considered to be his property at all. How- 
ever, with regard to money consecrated for a Paschal lamb, a person 
certainly restricts its consecration. When one initially designates it, 
he designated it with this intent: If he should wish to purchase a por- 
tion in someone else’s Paschal lamb that was already consecrated, then 


the money should remain non-sacred in order to allow for that purchase 
to take hold. 


I would have therefore been able to explain that this baraita is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Due to this opin- 
ion of his, the money in the hand of the owner of the lamb, which he 
received for selling a share in his Paschal lamb, is non-sacred because, 
although with regard to the Paschal lamb a person does not restrict 
its consecration, with regard to money a person certainly restricts its 
consecration. 


Abaye continues his line of thinking: And that mishna that Rabbi 
Oshaya established as being in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, I would not establish it as being in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. According to him, when designat- 
ing a Paschal lamb, a person does not limit its consecration from fully 
taking effect, and therefore he retains monetary rights to the lamb; 
whereas with regard to money, a person does limit its consecration, 
for when one originally designates it, he designates it with this intent. 


Abaye admits that there is a problem with explaining the baraita in this 

way: However, this, the baraita we are addressing, cannot be estab- 
lished in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, for it also 

teaches in a different clause that one who sells his burnt-offering and 

peace-offerings has not done anything. Meanwhile, Rabbi Yosei main- 
tains that a peace-offering is one’s personal property, and therefore if 
one sells it the sale is valid. 


Nevertheless, now that Rabbi Oshaya has established that mishna as 
referring to one who registers a prostitute for his Paschal lamb, and 
he established that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi, learn from it that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that even 
with regard to one’s Paschal lamb, a person restricts its consecration. 
Should someone wish to purchase a portion of it, he will be able to do 
so. In such a case, from the outset that portion was not considered 
consecrated. This will answer the question raised by Ulla as to how the 
sanctity of the money can be transferred to a Paschal lamb that was al- 
ready consecrated. In such a case, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
one does not fully consecrate the animal from the outset. Therefore, the 
animal is considered non-sacred for this purpose, and the sanctity may 
be transferred from the money to the animal. 


NOTES 
A prostitute’s payment — mit jan: The Torah prohibits 
using as an offering in the Temple an animal used as a 
prostitute’s payment or exchanged with a dog as its price 
(Deuteronomy 23:19). The Sages explain that the disquali- 
fication applies only to animals used directly for these 
purposes, but not to anything else that was exchanged for 
those animals. Therefore, if money is given to a prostitute 
and she then uses it to purchase an animal, that animal 
is not disqualified. Similarly, only the animal that was 
actually exchanged for a dog is disqualified. 


Prostitute [zona] - mt: Halakhically, the term zona refers 
to a woman who has had sexual relations with a man 


prohibited to her by t 


establish a marriage bond. Every 
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cluded in this category, regard 
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and its everyday usage in biblical and modern Hebrew. 
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HALAKHA 


Animals consecrated as offerings for a prostitute’s 
payment - ANNA pwp: If one gives a prostitute 
consecrated animals, they are not disqualified for use as 
offerings. However, consecrated birds are disqualified (see 
Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 4:15). 


NOTES 


Birds that were non-sacred are prohibited — pont nisiy 
puox: The Rambam's manuscript of the Gemara did not 
read: Birds that are non-sacred. Rather, just: Birds. In addi- 
tion, the Rambam rules explicitly that even birds that have 
already been consecrated as offerings can be disqualified 
if used as payment for a prostitute. The Ra'avad criticizes 
this ruling, and the Kesef Mishne attempts to interpret the 
Rambam in a manner not commensurate with the simple 
meaning of his words. One commentator suggests that birds 
are unique in that, unlike animals, they remain the legal 
property of their owners even after they are consecrated as 
offerings. Therefore, they will still become disqualified if their 
owner uses them as payment for a prostitute (Even HaAzel). 


A blemish in birds — nisiya ova: Although the Torah re- 
quires that animal offerings be unblemished, there is no 
such requirement with regard to birds. Only birds that have 
a serious defect such as a missing limb are disqualified, as it 
would be disgraceful to offer such a sacrifice to God. 
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What is this teaching of Rabbi Oshaya that Abaye alluded to? Rab- 
bi Oshaya’s teaching concerns the following mishna in Temura: As 
we learned in a mishna: If one gave animals consecrated as offer- 
ings for a prostitute’s payment, they are nevertheless permitted to 
be sacrificed. Although generally, animals given to a prostitute as 
payment are disqualified for use as offerings, this disqualification 
does not apply to an animal that was consecrated beforehand." 


However, if one gave her birds that were non-sacred, they are 
prohibited for use as an offering." The ruling concerning birds 
needs to be stated as, by right, it should have been permitted based 
on the following a fortiori inference: What? If consecrated animals, 
for which a blemish disqualifies them for use, may nevertheless be 
used as an offering, since the status of a prostitute’s payment or the 
status of a dog’s price does not take effect upon them, then with 
regard to birds, for which a blemish does not disqualify them for 
use as an offering," is it not logically right that the status of a pros- 
titute’s payment or a dog’s price should not take effect upon them? 
In repudiation of this argument, the verse states: “You shall not 
bring the payment of a prostitute, or the price of a dog, into the 
House of the Lord your God for any vow” (Deuteronomy 23:19). A 
derivation is made from the extraneous phrase “for any vow” to 
include birds, which may be brought as vows. 


The Gemara cites a baraita that expands the argument made in the 
mishna and suggests that the opposite argument can also be made: 
From now, since it is known that birds used as a prostitute’s payment 
are disqualified, the following a fortiori inference can be made to 
disqualify an animal already consecrated: Just as with regard to 
birds, for which a blemish does not disqualify them, the status of 
a prostitute’s payment and a dog’s price takes effect upon them, so 
too, with regard to animals consecrated as offerings, for which a 
blemish does disqualify them, is it not logically right that the 
status of a prostitute’s payment and a dog’s price should take effect 
upon them? In repudiation of this argument, the verse states: “For 
any vow,” indicating that the disqualification applies to everything 
except for something that has already been vowed to be offered 
and consecrated for that purpose. 


The Gemara analyzes the assumption of this baraita: But the only 
reason consecrated animals are disqualified is that the Torah 
writes the word vow; but if not for that I would have said that 
even with regard to consecrated animals, the prohibition of a 
prostitute’s payment takes effect upon them. The Gemara ques- 
tions this assumption: But there is the following established prin- 
ciple: A person cannot make forbidden something that is not his. 
Aconsecrated animal is considered to be the property of the Temple 
and no longer of the individual who consecrated it. If so, how can 
one make it forbidden by giving it to a prostitute? 


Rabbi Oshaya said: The mishna and baraita are referring to one 
who registers a prostitute for his Paschal lamb, giving her a por- 
tion in it as payment for her services, and the mishna and baraita 
are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who 
holds that a Paschal lamb is considered a person’s personal prop- 
erty for the purposes of allowing additional people to register for it. 


What is this teaching of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that Abaye alluded 
to? As it was taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And if the house- 
hold be too little for a lamb, then shall he and his neighbor next to 
his house take one” (Exodus 12:4). The phrase “if the household be 
too little” is taken to mean the household cannot afford the basic 
necessities of the Festival. Continuing this interpretation, the phrase 


“for a lamb [miheyot miseh]” is then taken to mean: sustain him 


[hahayeihu] from the lamb, i.e., he may use the Paschal lamb as a 
means of supporting himself. He takes money from his neighbor in 
return for registering his neighbor for a portion of his Paschal lamb 
and then uses that money to purchase his needs. However, this ap- 
plies only if one lacks sufficient means to purchase food to eat, but 
not if he lacks only sufficient means to purchase other items. 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It applies even if one lacks sufficient 
means to purchase other necessary items, for if he does not 
have sufficient funds he may register another person with him 
for his Paschal lamb and for his Festival peace-offering. And 
the money in his hand that he receives for registering that person 
is non-sacred, for it is on this condition that the Jewish people 
consecrate their Paschal lambs. 


Rabba and Rabbi Zeira disagreed with regard to the dispute be- 
tween Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis. One said: If one 
needs wood to roast the Paschal lamb, everyone agrees that since 
it is for the preparation of the Paschal lamb, it is comparable to 
something necessary for the Paschal lamb itself, and both Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis agree that one may register addi- 
tional people for the Paschal lamb and use the money received to 
procure wood. Where they disagree is in the case of one who 
doesn't have sufficient means to purchase matza and bitter herbs. 


The Rabbis hold that this is considered a different eating, not 
directly related to the Paschal lamb. Therefore, one may not use 
money for registering additional people for purchasing these items. 
And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that since it facilitates the 
consumption of the Paschal lamb, since the Paschal lamb must 
be eaten together with matza and bitter herbs, it is like the Pas- 
chal lamb itself and the money may therefore be used to purchase 
them." 


And one said: Also with regard to matza and bitter herbs every- 
one agrees, as it is written: “They shall eat it with matza and 
bitter herbs” (Numbers 9:11), for since they are items that fa- 
cilitate the consumption of the Paschal lamb, they are like the 
Paschal lamb itself. Where they disagree is when the money is 
to be used to purchase a shirt with it or to purchase a cloak with 
it. The Rabbis hold that the Torah stated “miheyot miseh,” which 
should be taken to mean sustain the lamb [hahayeihu leseh], al- 
lowing the use of funds only for the direct needs of the Paschal 
lamb. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it should be inter- 
preted to mean sustain yourself from the lamb [hahayei 
atzmekha miseh |, which includes taking care of all one’s needs." 


The Gemara questions the plausibility of Abaye’s opinion: And 
according to Abaye, who said: If Rabbi Oshaya had not estab- 
lished that mishna as referring to one who registers a prostitute 
for his Paschal lamb and it is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, I would have established it as referring to 
sacrifices of lesser sanctity and according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said: Sacrifices of lesser sanctity are 
the property of their owners, but in the case of the Paschal 
sacrifice one does not leave any of it unconsecrated. Rather, it is 
fully consecrated. 


The Gemara asks: How could Abaye have ever claimed that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi holds that a Paschal lamb is fully consecrated to 
the extent that it is no longer considered the property of its owners, 
but the baraita teaches explicitly that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: 
It is on this condition, that the consecration should not be com- 
plete, that the Jewish people consecrate their Paschal lamb? The 
Gemara answers that the conclusion of the baraita should be 
emended to say: For it is on this condition that the Jewish peo- 
ple consecrated money for their Paschal lambs. This version 
leaves open the possibility of understanding Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi as Abaye suggested. 


HALAKHA 


Use of money for the Paschal lamb - Way ẹp33 waw 
nD: If the owner of a Paschal lamb takes money from 
another person in order to take a share of the matza, the 


bitter herbs, or the wood used to roast the Paschal lamb, 


the money is non-sacred, since these items are considered 
similar to the Paschal lamb itself. The Rambam ruled in 


accordance with the view of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi because 
the Gemara discusses his opinion, suggesting his view is the 
accepted halakha. This ruling is also in accordance with the 
stricter opinion in the dispute between Rabba and Rabbi 
Zeira (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 4:11). 


NOTES 

Maza, bitter herbs, and wood — Dy} Tia T¥I: The Ram- 
bam presents a different interpretation of this Gemara. In his 
view, the Gemara at this point is no longer discussing a case 
where money is taken to be registered with the Paschal lamb. 
In such a case, the Rambam rules that the money is completely 
non-sacred and may be used for any purpose. Rather, the 
Gemara is discussing a case where a person takes money from 
another to share with him his matza, bitter herbs, or wood. It 
is unique to this case that there is a question as to whether 
the use of the money may be limited (see Lehem Mishne and 
Mirkevet HaMishne). 
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MI S HN A> zav, a man who experiences a gonorrheal 


discharge, who saw two sightings of dis- 
charge is ritually impure. To become ritually pure and able to partake 
of offerings, he must wait seven clean days during which he does not 
see any discharge. Then he immerses in a ritual bath. He will then be 
considered ritually pure upon nightfall. One slaughters the Paschal 
lamb on his behalf if Passover eve is on his seventh day, despite the 
fact he is still not ritually pure at the time of slaughter, since by the 
night of Passover he will be ritually pure and able to eat it. Ifhe saw 
three sightings, in which case, in addition to the seven clean days he 
must bring an offering on the eighth day to be allowed to partake of 
offerings, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on his behalf if Passover 
eve is on his eighth day. It is presumed that by the evening his offer- 
ing will have been brought and his purification complete. 


A woman who keeps watch a day for a day is one who became ritu- 
ally impure after experiencing a discharge of blood outside of her 
regular menstrual cycle on one day or two consecutive days. She 
must keep watch on the day following her last discharge to be certain 
she does not experience any additional discharges. To ritually purify 
herself, she should, on that day, immerse in a ritual bath, and on 
condition that she doesn’t experience any discharges throughout that 
day, she is considered ritually pure already from the time she im- 
mersed. If she saw a discharge on one day, one slaughters the Paschal 
lamb on her behalf after she has immersed on her second day, de- 
spite the possibility that she may see additional discharges later that 
day. If she saw a discharge on two days, one slaughters the Paschal 
lamb on her behalf on the third day." 


And a zava is a woman who experienced discharges on three con- 
secutive days. She must, like a zav, wait a full seven clean days with 
no discharges, immerse, and then bring a sacrifice on the eighth day. 
One slaughters a Paschal lamb on her behalf only on the eighth day. 


G E M A RA Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One slaugh- 


ters the Paschal lamb and sprinkles its 
blood on behalf of one who has immersed himself during the day 
due to a type of ritual impurity from which he will become fully 
ritually pure upon nightfall. If he immerses on the fourteenth of 
Nisan, a Paschal lamb may be offered on his behalf.” And a Paschal 
lamb may be offered on behalf of one who is ritually impure with a 
type of ritual impurity that requires that he also bring an atonement 
offering to fully complete his purification process, even if he still 
lacks the atonement offering," i.e., it has not yet been offered. Since 
he will be ritually pure and able to partake of the Paschal lamb by the 
evening, the Paschal lamb may be slaughtered on his behalf during 
the day, although at the time of slaughter he has not yet completed 
his purification process. 


HALAKHA 


Slaughtering a Paschal lamb for a zav and a woman who 


sightings, counted seven clean days, and then immersed in a 
ritual bath, the Paschal lamb may be slaughtered for him on 
the seventh day and he may eat it at night. In like manner, the 
Paschal lamb may be slaughtered for a woman who keeps 
watch a day for a day (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:3). 


Slaughtering for one who has immersed himself during the 
day - pi aah mome: The Paschal lamb is slaughtered for one 
who has immersed himself during the day and may eat it at night 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:1). 


He lacks the atonement offering - o1133 “ina: If the day on 
which one lacking atonement is required to bring his offering 
occurs on the Passover eve, the Paschal lamb is slaughtered on 
his behalf (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:4). 
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And one does not slaughter the Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood 
on behalf of one who is ritually impure due to contact with a creeping 
animal, although he could immerse that day and thereby ensure he will 
be ritually pure for the evening." And Ulla said: One slaughters the 
Paschal lamb and sprinkles its blood even for one who is ritually 
impure due to contact with a creeping animal. 


The Gemara discusses the rationale behind Rav’s ruling: According 
to Rav, what is different about one who is ritually impure with a type 
of ritual impurity such that once he has immersed himself during 
the day” he will become fully ritually pure upon nightfall that, despite 
presently being impure, one may offer the Paschal lamb on his behalf? 
It is due to the fact that he is fit to eat it by night. But why, then, is 
the Paschal lamb not offered on behalf of one who is ritually impure 
due to contact with a creeping animal? He can also be fit to eat it by 
night by immersing in a ritual bath. The Gemara answers: He lacks 
immersion in a ritual bath. 


But one who immersed himself during the day and will become ritu- 
ally pure upon nightfall also lacks the setting of the sun, i.e., nightfall. 
The Gemara explains the distinction: The sun sets by itself, and no 
action on the part of the one who is ritually impure is required to com- 
plete the purification process. A Paschal lamb may therefore be brought 
on his behalf. 


But one who still lacks an atonement offering" to complete his purifi- 
cation process also lacks an action, because he must still bring his 
atonement offering. Why may he nevertheless be registered for a Pas- 
chal lamb? The Gemara answers: His nest, i.e., the pair of doves he will 
offer as his atonement, is already in his possession, ready to be offered. 
It is therefore presumed he will immediately do so. 


But one ritually impure due to contact with a creeping animal is also 
immediately able to become ritually pure, because the ritual bath is 
before him and he can immerse in it. Why does this not permit him to 
be registered for a Paschal lamb? The Gemara answers: The reason a 
Paschal lamb may not be brought on his behalf is due to concern that 
perhaps he will be neglectful and not immerse. Therefore, it cannot be 
assumed with certainty that by the evening he will be ritually pure. If 
so, in the case of one who still lacks an atonement offering, shouldn't 
there also be concern that perhaps he will be neglectful and will not 
bring his offering? The baraita deals with a case such as one in which 
he has already handed over his pair of doves to the court of priests, in 
order that they offer them on his behalf. Therefore, it may be assumed 
with certainty that by the evening he will be ritually pure." 


And this is in accordance with the teaching of Rav Shemaya, who said 
that there is a presumption that the court of priests will not stand up 
from there, i.e., their place of meeting in the Temple, until all the 
money in the collection boxes," which was placed there in order that 
the priests should use the money to bring offerings on the donors’ be- 
half, is used up. The priests ensure that any money they receive for of- 
ferings is used to purchase the offering and sacrifice it that same day. 
Certainly, if they were actually entrusted with an animal in order to 
sacrifice it, they would also do that on the very same day. 


HALAKHA 

One does not slaughter...on behalf of one who 
is ritually impure due to contact with a creeping 
animal - yw xb by..weniw px: The Paschal lamb 
is not slaughtered and its blood is not poured on the 
altar on behalf of one who is ritually impure due to 
contact with a creeping animal, until he immerses in 
a ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:1). The halakha is according to Rav, since he 
was a greater Sage than Ulla. 


He handed his offerings over to the court - Dp 
pt mad: If the day on which one who lacks atone- 
ment must bring his offering occurs on Passover eve, 
once he gives his offerings to the court of priests, the 
Paschal lamb can be slaughtered and its blood poured 
on his behalf (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:4). 


NOTES 


One who has immersed himself during the day - Di’ Diay: 
There are many instances of ritual impurity whose elimination 
involves a two-step process: Immersion in a ritual bath, and 
the occurrence of nightfall on the day during which the ritually 
impure person immersed himself. 

During the period between immersion and nightfall, a cer- 
tain measure of impurity remains. Consequently, it is prohibited 
for one who immersed himself during the day to eat sacrifices 
or teruma if he is a priest, but it is permitted for him to eat the 
second tithe. 


One who lacks an atonement offering - 033 IDINV2: 
This category includes various types of people who are ritually 
impure: A woman after childbirth, a zav, a zava, and a healed 
leper, all of whom must bring offerings to complete their 
purification process. Until they bring these offerings, they 
are considered to be lacking atonement, and they are not 
permitted to enter the Temple or to partake of sacrificial foods. 


Money in the collection boxes - ninaiwaw niyn: There 
were thirteen boxes [shofarot] in the Temple in which 


people would deposit money for the offerings they were 
obligated to bring. Each box had a label indicating the pur- 
pose for which the money in that box would be used. To 
prevent any misunderstandings on the part of the donors, 
who may assume that their offerings had already been 
brought when they had not and subsequently take ac- 
tion on their assumption, the priests were careful to bring 
the offerings for all the money in each box the same day it 
was deposited. They would not leave over any of it for the 
following day. 
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NOTES 


It is the Sages who decreed — 11137 x17 pay: The Gemara 
at this point suggests that the fact that some categories 
of people are considered unfit to bring the Paschal lamb, 
despite the fact they could become ritually pure by the 
evening, is entirely due to a rabbinic decree. Even though, 
according to Torah law, anyone who can ensure they will 
be ritually pure by the evening may have a Paschal lamb 
brought on their behalf, the Sages decreed that wherever 
a concern exists that a person might be negligent in 
completing his purification process, he is to be consid- 
ered unfit. However, the Gemara ultimately concludes that 
even according to Torah law some categories of people are 
considered unfit. According to the conclusion, one who 
has already begun the purification processs and therefore 
removed a certain degree of impurity from upon himself 
is considered fit, whereas a person who is still in a state of 
absolute impurity and has not removed from upon himself 
any degree on impurity is considered unfit despite the fact it 
is within his control to ensure he will be pure by the evening. 


They were ritually impure from a corpse that had no one 
to bury it [met mitzva] - Y7 my2 Na 89v: Rashi explains 
this does not refer to the classic case ofa met mitzva, where a 
particular corpse has no one to bury it. Rather, these people 
had become ritually impure from contact with their relatives, 
who had died in the desert and for whom it was a mitzva to 
be involved in their burial. Such a case is also categorized in 
certain instances as a met mitzva. 


BACKGROUND 


A corpse that had no one to bury it — 7172 m2: It is an 
important religious obligation to take part in the burial of 
the dead. If the deceased has no acquaintances or relatives 
to bury him, everyone is obligated to assist in his burial. The 
halakha is that a corpse with no one available to bury it 
acquires his place, i.e., the body must be interred where it 
was found. This is the case provided that it is an honorable 
location; otherwise, the body must be buried in the near- 
est cemetery. This religious duty is so important that even 
priests and nazirites, who are ordinarily prohibited from 
coming into contact with a corpse, may bury a deserted 
corpse if there is no one else available to do so. Likewise, the 
obligation to bury this corpse takes precedence over nearly 
all other religious obligations. 


HALAKHA 


The seventh day of one impure from a corpse — waw 
na kav by: If the seventh day of one who is impure from 
a corpse occurs on Passover eve, the Paschal lamb is not 
slaughtered on his behalf, even if he has already immersed 
and was sprinkled upon. This is due to a biblical decree that 
defers this person’s offering to the second Pesah (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:2). The Ra’avad dis- 
agrees, holding that his status resembles those who have 
immersed on that day and will become ritually pure at night. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Rav, it would appear that 
by Torah law one who is ritually impure due to contact with a 
creeping animal is fit to have the Paschal lamb slaughtered on his 
behalf, and it is the Sages who decreed" that he is unfit, out of 
concern that he will be negligent. If so, why did Rav say with re- 
gard to a community that was half ritually pure and half impure: 
We contaminate one of them with a creeping animal so that the 
majority will be ritually impure, which will permit the entire com- 
munity to offer the Paschal lamb in a state of ritual impurity? If, 
by Torah law, one who is ritually impure due to contact with a 
creeping animal is fit to have an offering brought on his behalf, 
how then can he tip the balance of the entire community such that 
the majority is considered ritually impure and unfit to bring the 
Paschal lamb in purity? 


Rather, according to Rav, by Torah law he is also unfit to have 
an offering brought on his behalf, as it is written: “If any man of 
you or of your posterity shall be ritually impure due to a dead 
body...he shall still offer the Paschal lamb to the Lord. The four- 
teenth day of the second month...they shall offer it” (Numbers 
9:10-11). Are we not dealing with all who are “ritually impure due 
to a dead body”? This includes one whose seventh day occurred 
on Passover eve. If they sprinkle on him that day he will imme- 
diately become ritually pure, which is the same situation as ritu- 
al impurity caused by a creeping animal, and nonetheless the 
Torah states that he shall be deferred, as he is considered unfit. 


And if you say: From where do we know that this is so, that the 

verse is referring to those who are able to become ritually pure by 
that evening? Perhaps it is referring specifically to one who is 

ritually impure from a corpse before the completion of his seven- 
day purification process and will therefore not be ritually pure that 
evening. 


He holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, who 

said: The ritually impure people in the desert asked Moses what 

they should do concerning their obligation to bring a Paschal lamb. 
It is about them that the verses pertaining to the second Pesah 

were originally stated. They were ritually impure from a corpse 

that had no one to bury it [met mitzva],"’ and their seventh day 

occurred on Passover eve, as it is stated: “They could not per- 
form the Paschal lamb on that day” (Numbers 9:6). By inference, 
it was only on that day that they were unable to perform it, but 

the next day they would have been able to perform it by com- 
pleting their purification process; and nonetheless the Torah said 

that they should be deferred." 


The Gemara presents a challenge from the mishna to the opinion 
of Rav that a Paschal lamb may not be offered on behalf of some- 
one who is ritually impure from a creeping animal: We learned 
in the mishna: In the case of a zav who saw two sightings of 
gonorrheal discharge, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on his 
behalf if Passover eve is on his seventh day. The Gemara suggests: 
What, is it not referring to a case in which he has not yet im- 
mersed in a ritual bath, and we may therefore learn from it 
that we also may slaughter and sprinkle on behalf of one who 
is ritually impure from a creeping animal, since his level of 
impurity is identical to a zav who saw two sightings? 


No, the mishna is referring to a zav who already immersed. But 
if he already immersed, what is it teaching us? Since he will be- 
come ritually pure upon nightfall, surely it is obvious that a Pas- 
chal lamb may be offered on his behalf. It teaches us this: That 
even though he still lacks the setting of the sun, a Paschal lamb 
may nevertheless be brought on his behalf. It therefore teaches 
us that since the sun sets by itself, and no action of his own is 
required to complete his purification process, the fact that he cur- 
rently has still not completed his purification process does not 
disqualify him. 
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So too, it is reasonable to establish the mishna as referring to a zav who 
had already immersed, from the fact that the last clause of the mishna 
taught: With regard to a zav who saw three sightings, one slaughters 
the Paschal lamb on his behalf on the eighth day. Granted, if you say 
that the first clause, which states: With regard to a zav who saw two sight- 
ings, one slaughters on his behalf on the seventh day, is referring to a 
case in which he had already immersed, then it is necessary to teach the 
last clause for the following reason: 


It could enter your mind to say that it is true only with regard to a zav 
who saw two sightings and is now on his seventh day, for he, having 
already immersed, does not lack any action; but a zav who saw three 
sightings and is now on his eighth day, who lacks an action in that he 
still lacks his atonement offering, no, a Paschal lamb may not be offered 
on his behalf. The last clause therefore must teach us that although he 
still lacks his atonement offering, one slaughters and sprinkles on his 


behalf. 


But if you say that the first clause, which states: With regard to a zav who 
saw two sightings, one slaughters on his behalf on the seventh day, is 
referring to a case in which he had not already immersed, then why do I 
need the last clause, which states: With regard to a zav who saw three 
sightings, one slaughters on his behalf on the eighth day? This clause 
could be logically deduced from the first one, as follows: 


Now, it can be said: In the case of a zav who saw two sightings and is on 
his seventh day and has not yet immersed, and he is therefore still com- 
pletely impure, one nevertheless slaughters and sprinkles the Paschal 
lamb on his behalf, since he can become pure by the evening. So too, with 
regard to a zav who saw three sightings and is now on his eighth day, and 
who has already immersed on the seventh day, and his impurity is 
therefore weakened in that he does not impart impurity to that which he 
touches, despite the fact that he is still prohibited to enter the Temple or 
partake of offerings until he brings his atonement offering, is it not all the 
more so true that one should slaughter and sprinkle on his behalf? 
Therefore, the last clause would be superfluous. 


Rather, must one not conclude from the preceding analysis that the first 
clause, which states: With regard to a zav who saw two sightings, one 
slaughters on his behalf on the seventh day, is referring to a case in which 
he has already immersed? 


No, one should not come to such a conclusion. Actually, I can say to you 
that the mishna is referring to a case in which one did not yet immerse, 
and it is necessary to teach the last clause concerning a zav who saw three 
sightings, because it could enter your mind to say that it is only for a zav 
who saw two sightings that the Paschal lamb may be offered on his behalf 
on the seventh, for it is within his ability to remedy the situation and 
purify himself by immersing in a ritual bath. 


But then, on the eighth day of a zav who saw three sightings, when it is 
not within his ability to sacrifice the necessary offering, as he dependent 
upon the priests to do it for him, say that perhaps the priests will be 
negligent with him. Perhaps his offering will not be brought, leaving him 
unfit for the Paschal lamb. Due to this concern, a Paschal lamb should not 
be offered on his behalf. The last clause therefore teaches us that there is 
no such concern, in accordance with the teaching of Rav Shemaya, who 
maintains that the court of the priests may be relied upon with certainty. 


We learned in the mishna: And with regard to a zava; one slaughters a 

Paschal lamb on her behalf on the eighth day after her sightings. The 

tanna taught a baraita before Rav Adda bar Ahava: And with regard to 

a zava, one slaughters a Paschal lamb on her behalf on her seventh day. 
He said to him: Is a zava fit to have a Paschal lamb offered on her behalf 
on her seventh day? Even according to the one who says one slaughters 

and sprinkles on behalf of one who is impure from a creeping animal, 
this applies only to one who is ritually impure from a creeping animal, 
who will be fit to eat the Paschal lamb by the evening, but this zava will 

not be fit until the following day, when she brings her atonement of- 
fering. Rather, emend the baraita you quoted and say: Her eighth day 
instead of: Her seventh day. 
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HALAKHA 

A menstruating woman on the eighth day — nwa 71712: 
The Paschal lamb is not slaughtered on behalf of a menstru- 
ating woman on the seventh day of her impurity, because 
she will not be completely pure and able to partake of sac- 
rificial foods until the night after the following day. However, 
the Paschal lamb may be slaughtered on her behalf on 
her eighth day (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:3). 


Times of immersion — apap gt: All those required to im- 
merse do so in the daytime, except a menstruating woman 
and a woman after childbirth. They must immerse at night, 
even if the immersion is after the eighth day (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 197:3). 


An acute mourner — PiK: If one’s immediate relative dies 
on the fourteenth of Nisan after midday, the Paschal lamb 
is slaughtered and its blood poured on his behalf. He im- 
merses and eats it in the evening. If the death occurs before 
midday, when the obligation to offer the Paschal lamb had 
not yet begun, the mourner is deferred until the second 
Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9). 
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The Gemara asks: It is obvious that a Paschal lamb may be offered 
on behalf of a zava on her eighth day. It is necessary to teach this 
halakha lest you say that since she lacks the offering of an atone- 
ment to complete her purification process, there is a concern that 
the priests will be negligent and she will not be ritually pure by the 
evening. This halakha therefore teaches us that there is no such 
concern, in accordance with the teaching of Rav Shemaya that the 
court of the priests may be relied upon with certainty. 


Ravina said: The tanna didn’t teach the case of a zava; rather, he 
taught the case of a menstruating woman who is ritually impure 
due to her menstruation. She must count seven days from her first 
flow of blood, and then from the following night she can become 
ritually pure by immersing in a ritual bath. According to this, the 
baraita teaches: And with regard to a menstruating woman, one 
slaughters for her on the seventh day of her impurity. 


He said to him: Is a menstruating woman fit on the seventh? Even 
according to the one who says one slaughters and sprinkles on 
behalf of one who is impure from a creeping animal, this is be- 
cause he will be fit to eat the Paschal lamb by the evening. But a 
menstruating woman only immerses on the night following the 
seventh day, and until the eighth day, when she experiences the 
setting of the sun," she is not fully ritually pure and is not fit to 
partake of offerings. Rather, emend the baraita you quoted and say: 
Her eighth day, instead of: Her seventh day." 


The Gemara asks: It is obvious that a Paschal lamb may be offered 
on behalf of a menstruating woman on her eighth day, as demon- 
strated by the following argument: Now, just as in the case ofa zava 
who lacks the offering of an atonement to complete her purification 
process, one slaughters and sprinkles on her behalf on the eighth 
day, so too, with regard to a menstruating woman, who does not 
lack the offering of an atonement to complete her purification 
process, is it necessary to say that one slaughters and sprinkles 
on her behalf? 


The Gemara explains that it was necessary for the baraita to teach 
the case of a menstruating woman because it teaches us that on 
the eighth day, yes, a Paschal lamb is offered on her behalf, but on 
the seventh day, no, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to all 
those who are ritually impure and are obligated to immerse, their 
immersion is in the day, except for a menstruating woman and a 
woman after childbirth, whose immersion is at night." 


As it was taught in a different baraita: I might have thought that a 

menstruating woman or a woman after childbirth should immerse 

while still day, like others who are obligated to immerse. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And ifa woman should have an issue, and her issue 

in her flesh be blood, she shall be in her impurity seven days” 
(Leviticus 15:19), which indicates that she shall be in her state of 
impurity for a full seven days and doesn’t immerse until the night 

following the seventh day. And this is also true of a woman after 

childbirth, who is compared in the Torah to a menstruating wom- 
an in the verse “If a woman conceives and gives birth to a male, then 

she shall be unclean seven days, as in the days of her menstrual flow 

shall she be unclean” (Leviticus 12:2). 


MI S HN A acute mourner," i.e, a mourner on the 
day of the death of an immediate relative; 


The setting of the sun - waw aw: This conce 
nected to the halakhot of ritual impurity. If a ritual 
person immersed himself in a ritual bath, he remai 
impure with regard to the eating of teruma until th 
set and the stars have come out on the evening 


pt is con- 
y impure 
ns ritually 
e sun has 
‘ollowing 


his immersion. After the stars have come out, he may eat 


teruma. However, certain categories of ritually impu 
who have already immersed themselves in a ritua 
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re people 
bath are 


NOTES 


not allowed to enter the Temple or come into contact with 
offerings until they bring expiatory offerings on the day after 


their immersion. 


A menstruating woman immerses at night - aba mbaiv TH: 
According to Torah law, a zava waits until her discharges stop 
and then needs to count seven clean days on which she must 
not experience any further discharges. On the seventh day, 


she immerses and on condition she experiences no further 
discharge that day, she is ritually pure. In contrast, a menstruat- 
ing woman need not count clean days; she counts seven day 
from the first discharge and after seven complete days, even if 
she saw blood throughout, she may immerse on the following 
night. Today, based on various rabbinical ordinances and cus- 
toms, a menstruating woman counts seven clean days, due to 
the concern that perhaps she is actually a zava. 
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and one clearing a pile of stones" that collapsed on top of a person, 
in which case there is a possibility that the person buried under- 
neath is dead and his corpse will impart ritual impurity to the person 
clearing the pile; and similarly, one whom the governing body 
promised to release from prison on the night of Passover; and an 
ill person and an elderly person who are still capable of eating an 
olive-bulk of meat, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on their behalf, 
since they are currently fit to eat the Paschal lamb. 


However, with regard to all of them, this is only true when they 
are included in a group with other people who will definitely be able 
to partake of the lamb; but we do not slaughter the Paschal lamb 
on their behalf if they are by themselves, either as individuals or 
in a group composed entirely of such people, because perhaps they 
will cause the Paschal lamb to become disqualified, since there is 
a possibility that by the night of Passover they will be unable to 
partake of the Paschal lamb. 


Therefore, since they were registered for a Paschal lamb and it 
was slaughtered when they were still fit to partake of it, even if a 
disqualification occurred to them later, preventing them from 
partaking of the Paschal lamb, they are nevertheless exempt from 
observing the second Pesah. The exemption from the second Pesah 
is dependent not on whether they partook ofa Paschal lamb, but on 
whether it was validly slaughtered on their behalf. This holds true 
except for one who was clearing a pile of stones where the person 
buried underneath was eventually found dead, because in such a 
case the person searching for him certainly stood over the corpse at 
some point. He had therefore become ritually impure from the 
outset, even before the Paschal lamb was slaughtered. Consequent- 
ly, he would not have been fit even during the slaughter and will 


have to observe the second Pesah. 
GE M A The mishna teaches that the Paschal lamb 
may be slaughtered on behalf of a prisoner 
only if he is included in a group with other people. Rabba bar Huna 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught this only if he is in a 
prison belonging to gentiles; but ifhe is in a prison belonging to 
Jews," one slaughters on his behalf even ifhe is by himself and not 
included in a group with other people. Since they promised him 
they would release him they will certainly release him," as it is 
written: “The remnant of Israel will not do iniquity nor speak lies’ 
(Zephaniah 3:13). Therefore, there is no concern that on the night 
of Passover he will not be able to partake of the Paschal lamb. 


> 


Rav Hisda said: With regard to that which you said, that the mish- 
nas ruling permitting a the Paschal lamb to be slaughtered on behalf 
of a prisoner, but only when he is included in a group with others, 
refers to a prisoner in a prison belonging to gentiles, they said this 

only with regard to a prison outside the wall of Beit Pagei, i.e., the 

prison is located outside the area where the Paschal lamb may be 

consumed. But if the prison is located within the wall of Beit Pagei, 
one slaughters on his behalf even if he is by himself and not in- 
cluded in a group with other people. What is the reason? Even if 
he is not released from prison, it is possible for them to bring him 
a portion of the Paschal lamb while still in prison, and he will eat 
it there. 


NOTES 


A prison belonging to Jews — Sewn PRON ma: In general, 
Jewish law does not employ prison sentences as punishments. 
Rather, people are immediately punished monetarily or corporeal- 
ly. Nevertheless, one can be incarcerated until the facts surround- 
ing his case are clarified. In certain cases, where the standard court 


procedures do not allow for the standard capital punishments 
to be applied, serious criminals can be imprisoned in a kippa, a 
narrow, vaulted chamber, and left there to die. Prisons have also 
been used at various times as a means of coercion, e.g., to force a 
person to grant his wife a legal divorce or to pay his debts. 


HALAKHA 

One clearing a pile of stones - ban Dx Mpaiaa:The Pas- 
chal lamb is not slaughtered on behalf of one who is 
clearing a pile of stones in order to save someone buried 
underneath. If the Paschal lamb was slaughtered on his 
behalf, and it was then discovered that there was no 
corpse in the pile, he may eat it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:10). 


Since they promised him they would release him they 
will certainly release him — mh Pan WYMAN P2: If 
one is imprisoned outside of Jerusalem and is promised 
by his captors that he will be released by the evening, the 
Paschal lamb is slaughtered on his behalf. However, this 
rule applies only if one is imprisoned by Jews. The Paschal 
sacrifice is not slaughtered on behalf of prisoners in a 
prison owned by gentiles. However, if it is slaughtered 
on his behalf and he is not released from prison, he is 
exempt from the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:9). 
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HALAKHA 


Round and long piles - soy diay ba: In a case where 
the Paschal lamb was slaughtered on behalf of someone 
while he was digging in a pile of rubble looking for a 
corpse, and a corpse is later found, if the one digging 
is certain that he was ritually impure at the time it was 
slaughtered, such as in the case of a round pile of rubble, 
he is obligated to offer the second Pesah. However, if it 
was a long pile and it is unclear whether or not he was 
impure when the Paschal lamb was slaughtered, he is 
exempt from the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:10). 


A Paschal lamb on behalf of an individual - by nba 
“yr: It is permissible to slaughter a Paschal lamb for an 
individual if he is able to eat the entire sacrifice. However, 
ideally, each Paschal lamb should be slaughtered for 
at least two people. The halakha accepts the view of 
Rabbi Yosei over Rabbi Yehuda. However, the Rambam 
understood that even according to Rabbi Yosei, it is not 
ideal to slaughter the Paschal lamb for one person (Kesef 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:2). 


A group of women, slaves, and minors - ow nyan 
DvP DAY: Groups composed of women and slaves 
or children and slaves are not permitted to slaughter 
a Paschal lamb, due to concerns of promiscuity. How- 
ever, it is permissible to form a group consisting only of 
women or a group consisting only of slaves (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:4). 


162 PEREK VIII: 91A -KY TPB 


VATA TATION.” PX ON JPI 
Dia ba hag uw xb panies N 
jaw npg nivwyba wwe - qy baba 

Tome nywa MI sity KDN 


137 Dw wa pnw 937 237 1) KAN 
ony ba TPR ARIK Apia ya pny 
myn bay by: 2792. DAY NO3 
mega TiS baa - PONA TRAW 
TI TAD -NID NVI- WANA Mew 

Tony nywa 


prot by man ms port prs 00179 
say YANO IDNA DIST 


E ponio m mp 
Dep TAY OW MAIN PVY pry 


Dx poni pw pa 07 WA 793 
Kb ath Taya - Pw by noan 
137 "INNA NDT NYX riab pan 
bisn PM DIN D DT TA D7 
phis PNI TWY why poniw - bored 

ey POW py - bod 


We learned in the mishna: Therefore, even if a disqualification 
occurred to them, they are exempt from observing the second 
Pesah. This holds true except for one who was clearing a pile of 
stones. The Gemara qualifies this ruling: Rabba bar bar Hana said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught that one who clears a pile 
of stones is required to observe the second Pesah only if he was 
clearing a round pile. While clearing it, he certainly stood over 
the corpse and became ritually impure. But if it was along pile of 
stones, it is possible that the corpse was to one side of the pile and 
the person clearing the stones had not yet stood over the corpse 
at the time the Paschal lamb was slaughtered. Therefore, he is 
exempt from observing the second Pesah, because one can say 
that perhaps he was ritually pure at the time of the slaughter. 
Since the matter is in doubt, he is exempt from observing the 
second Pesah. 


That was also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, says: One who clears a pile of stones that 
collapsed on top of a person is sometimes exempt from observing 
the second Pesah and sometimes obligated. How so? If it is a 
round pile of stones and ritual impurity was found underneath 
it, he is obligated to observe the second Pesah, as he certainly 
stood over the corpse before his Paschal lamb was slaughtered. 
However, if it is a long pile of stones and ritual impurity was 
found underneath it, he is exempt, because one can say that 
perhaps he was pure at the time of the slaughter." 


MISHNA We do not slaughter the Paschal lamb on 


behalf of an individual, only for a group 
of people; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi 
Yosei permits it." And even if there is a group of one hundred 
who together are unable to eat" an olive-bulk of it, we do not 
slaughter on their behalf. 


And we do not make a group for a Paschal lamb that consists of 
women, slaves, and minors." 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: From 


where is it derived that we do not slaugh- 
ter a Paschal lamb on behalf on an individual? The verse states: 
“You may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb in any one of your gates," 
which the Lord your God has given you” (Deuteronomy 16:5). The 
phrase “in any one” is expounded to mean: For any one person, 
which indicates that the Paschal lamb is not slaughtered on behalf 
of an individual; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And 
Rabbi Yosei says: If there is an individual and he is able to eat 
an olive-bulk of the Paschal lamb, one slaughters it on his behalf; 
whereas if there are ten people and they are unable to eat to- 
gether an olive-bulk of the Paschal lamb, we do not slaughter it 
on their behalf. 


NOTES 
phis px ma 


One hundred who together are unable to eat - 
dion): Rashi’s comments here are not entirely ee He appears 
to indicate that this case occurs when even all the members of 
the group combined are still unable to eat an olive-bulk. However, 
some interpreted his comments as explaining that each mem- 
ber of the group is unable to eat an olive-bulk by himself (Sefat 
Emet). Similarly, the Rambam maintains that each member of the 
group must be capable of eating an olive-bulk by himself. Other 
authorities interpret Rashi to mean that ideally, each member of 
the group must be able to eat an olive-bulk by himself, but at the 


very least the entire group combined must be able to consume 
an olive-bulk (see Melo HaRoim). 


You may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb in any one of your 
gates - Pwe mxa nat ny iat Sain xd: It would have been 
sufficient had the verse stated: You may not slaughter the Paschal 
lamb in your gates, or: In any of your gates. The word “one” is 
superfluous. Rabbi Yehuda therefore expounded it to exclude 
any manner of individuality in offering the Paschal lamb (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan). 
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The Gemara proceeds to analyze the opinions taught in the 
baraita: And what does Rabbi Yosei do with this phrase, “in 
any one,” from which Rabbi Yehuda derived the halakha he 
taught in the mishna? He needs it for that which Rabbi Shi- 
mon expounded, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to 
improvised altars used by individuals for their private offerings, 
which are permitted for use only when there is no permanent 
national altar, Rabbi Shimon says: From where do we know 
that with regard to one who sacrifices his Paschal lamb on an 
improvised altar, at a time when the prohibition of sacrificing 
offerings on improvised altars applies, he is in violation of a 
negative mitzva?" 


The verse states: “You may not slaughter the Paschal lamb in 
any one of your gates.” The phrase “any one of your gates” is 
referring to the use of improvised altars." I might have thought 
that even at a time when it is permitted to sacrifice offerings on 
improvised altars this is so; therefore the verse states “in any 
one of your gates,” which indicates that this prohibition was 
said only when all of the Jewish people enter into one gate, 
i.e., when they all come together to sacrifice their offerings on a 
permanent national altar, such as the Temple. However, where 
there is no permanent national altar, it is indeed permitted to 
offer the Paschal lamb on an improvised altar. 


And Rabbi Yehuda, who already used the phrase “in any one” 


to derive the halakha he taught in the mishna, from where does 
he derive this halakha concerning improvised altars? According 
to Rabbi Yehuda, you learn two things from the same phrase. 


And for Rabbi Yosei, from where does he know that the phrase 
“in any one” should be expounded as Rabbi Shimon said it 
should be? Perhaps it comes to teach what Rabbi Yehuda said? 
Rabbi Yosei could have said to you: This cannot enter your 
mind, because it is written with regard to the Paschal lamb: 
“According to every man’s eating you shall make your count for 
the lamb” (Exodus 12:4). Since the verse states “man” in the 
singular, it indicates that the Paschal lamb can be slaughtered 
even for an individual. 


Rav Ukva bar Hinana from Perishna raised a contradiction 
to Rava: Did Rabbi Yehuda actually say: We do not slaughter 
the Paschal lamb on behalf of an individual? But we may raise 
a contradiction from a baraita: In the case of awoman, on the 
first Pesah, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on her behalf, even 
if she is by herself. And on the second Pesah, we make her 
ancillary to others, i.e., she may join others in a group registered 
for a Paschal lamb but we do not slaughter a lamb on her behalf 
if she is by herself; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. The 
baraita clearly records Rabbi Yehuda as permitting the offering 
of a Paschal lamb on behalf of an individual. Rava said to him: 
Do not say Rabbi Yehuda allows slaughtering the Paschal lamb 
for a woman by herself; rather, say he allows slaughtering only 
for a group of women by themselves. 


Rav Ukva questioned this answer and said to him: Do we make 

a group that is entirely composed of women? But didn’t we 

learn in the mishna: We do not make a group for a Paschal lamb 

that consists of women, slaves, and minors. What, is the mish- 
na not referring to forming a group that is composed exclu- 
sively of women by themselves and slaves by themselves and 

minors by themselves? Rava said to him: No, the mishna is 

referring only to forming a group that is composed of women 

and slaves and minors together, but a group composed exclu- 
sively of women, or slaves, or minors would be permitted. It is 

prohibited to form a group containing both women and slaves, 
due to a concern that it may lead to frivolity. It is prohibited to 

form a group of minors and slaves, due to a concern that it may 

lead to 


NOTES 
And what does Rabbi Yosei do with this phrase, “in any one”- 
a VAY NT) TNA NT DIHIN: In the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi 
Yosei expounds this verse as teaching that when determining 
whether or not the majority of a community is ritually impure, 
a majority of one person is insufficient. 


Improvised altars — nina: Before the Temple was built, there 
were periods when sacrificing on improvised altars was permit- 
ed. Any Jew, including a non-priest, was permitted to construct 
an altar and sacrifice certain offerings, primarily voluntary burnt- 
offerings and peace-offerings. During this period, only obliga- 
ory offerings and public offerings were brought on the public 
altar, such as the one in Nob or Gibeon. After the construction 
of the Temple in Jerusalem, improvised altars were prohibited 
orever. Still, for many generations people continued to unlaw- 
ully bring offerings to God upon improvised altars. 


Replica of an ancient altar whose remnants were excavated in Tel Be'er Sheva. 
The altar was probably dismantled during the time of Hezekiah. 


Excavations at Tel Be'er Sheva 


_ HALAKHA — 
The Paschal lamb on an improvised altar — Pr) 1193.3 NST: 
The Paschal lamb can be slaughtered only in the Temple court- 
yard. Indeed, even when improvised altars were permitted, it 
was prohibited to offer the Paschal lamb on a personal altar 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:3). 
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Perek VIII 
Dafo1 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


Women and the Paschal lamb — npg ja7;74 Dw: The 
Paschal lamb may be slaughtered on behalf of a woman 
both on the first Pesah and the second Pesah (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:4). The halakha was 
decided in accordance with Rabbi Yosei, since the ha- 
lakha generally adopts his opinion, as opposed to those 
of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon. 


164. 
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promiscuity, i.e., homosexual behavior. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself, i.e., the baraita part- 
ly cited previously, the full version of which states: A woman; on the 

first Pesah, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on her behalf even if she 

is by herself. And on the second Pesah, we make her ancillary to 

others, i.e., she may join others in a group registered for a Paschal 

lamb but we do not slaughter a lamb on her behalf if she is by herself; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: A woman; 

on the second Pesah, one slaughters the Paschal lamb on her behalf 
even if she is by herself. And needless to say we also slaughter on her 

behalf even if she is by herself on the first Pesah. Rabbi Shimon says: 

A woman; on the first Pesah we make her ancillary to others, and 

on the second Pesah we do not slaughter on her behalf at all." 


With regard to what do they disagree? The Gemara explains that 
they disagree about how to interpret the various verses that refer to 
the first and second Pesah: Rabbi Yehuda holds that the use of the 
word souls in the verse: “According to the number of the souls... you 
shall make your count for the lamb” (Exodus 12:4), includes everyone, 
and even women, in the first Pesah. And if you say that if so, even on 
the second Pesah, women should also be included, but it is written 
with regard to one who had not offered a Paschal lamb on the first 
Pesah and then neglected to bring one on the second Pesah: “That 
man shall bear his sin” (Numbers 9:13), which indicates that a man, 
yes, he is liable for not having brought a Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah, but awoman, no, she is not liable. 


And if you say that if so, a woman should be totally excluded from 

participating in the second Pesah, and even ina group in an ancillary 
manner on the second Pesah she should have no part, this is not cor- 
rect, because the verse states: “According to the entire statute of the 

Paschal lamb they shall offer it” (Numbers 9:12). The verse compares 

the first Pesah to the second, and it is therefore effective to enable 

women to be included in a group in a merely ancillary manner. 


And Rabbi Yosei, what is the reason for his opinion? As it is written 
with regard to the first Pesah: “According to the number of the souls,’ 
which includes even a woman. And it is written with regard to the 
second Pesah: “The man who is ritually pure, and is not on a journey, 
and refrains from offering the Paschal lamb, that same soul shall 
be cut off from among his people” (Numbers 9:13). The word soul 
includes even women. But if so, the conclusion of that verse, which 
states: “That man shall bear his sin,” which appears to emphasize that 
specifically a man is liable for not participating in the second Pesah, is 
there to exclude what case? It is there to exclude a minor who did 
not participate in the Paschal lamb from the punishment of karet." 


And Rabbi Shimon, what is the reason for his opinion? It is written 
in a verse concerning the first Pesah “man.” This teaches that a man, 
yes, a Paschal lamb may be brought on his behalf alone, but awoman, 
no. And if you say that if so, a woman should be totally excluded from 
participating even in a group in an ancillary manner, this is not cor- 
rect, because the verse states: “According to the number of the souls,” 
which certainly includes women, and it is therefore effective to enable 


women to be included in a group in an ancillary manner. 


To exclude a minor from karet — man oP wiy: Since a minor 
is not obligated to perform any of the mitzvot, why is it necessary 
to state that he is not liable to receive karet if he fails to offer the 
Paschal sacrifice? Some suggest this may be understood based 


NOTES 
upon the view that young children can be punished for the sins 
of their parents. It is therefore necessary to teach that a minor is 
not liable to karet, even if his parents neglect to offer the Paschal 
lamb (Sefat Emet). 
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And if you say that according to this, even on the second Pesah 
women should be able to participate as part of a group, this is not cor- 
rect, because the Torah excludes women from participating on the 
second Pesah, as it is written: “That man shall bear his sin.” This in- 
dicates that a man, yes; a woman, no. From what precisely does the 
verse exclude women? If you say it is from the obligation to participate 
in the second Pesah, this cannot be. Since now, on the first Pesah, a 
woman has no obligation, on the second Pesah is it necessary to say 
that a woman is not obligated? This is obvious, since the second Pesah 
exists only as a second opportunity for those who neglected to par- 
ticipate in the first Pesah. Rather, is it not clear that the verse excludes 
women from participating even in an ancillary fashion? 


The Gemara clarifies the source for Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that wom- 
en are excluded also from the first Pesah. And what is the verse that 
employs the term “man” that Rabbi Shimon spoke of with regard to 
the first Pesah? If we say that he is referring to the verse: “They shall 
take to them every man a lamb, according to their fathers’ houses, a 
lamb for a household” (Exodus 12:3), this is incorrect, because he 
needs that verse for the derivation of Rabbi Yitzhak, who said: We 
learn from that verse that only a man, i.e., an adult, can acquire an 
object on behalf of others; but a minor cannot acquire on behalf of 
others." 


Rather, perhaps Rabbi Shimon derived his halakha from the verse: 
“According to every man’s eating you shall make your count for the 
lamb” (Exodus 12:4). This is problematic. Since Rabbi Yosei holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that a Paschal lamb 
cannot be offered on an improvised altar, presumably Rabbi Shimon 
also holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, that a 
Paschal lamb can be slaughtered for an individual. If so, Rabbi Shimon 
needs that verse, “according to every man’s eating,” in order to teach 
that we may slaughter the Paschal lamb for an individual, since that 
verse is the source of Rabbi Yosei’s halakha. 


The Gemara justifies that Rabbi Shimon does indeed use the verse as 
the source of his opinion with regard to the first Pesah: Rabbi Shimon 
could have said to you: If so, if it were true that the verse was only 
meant to teach Rabbi Yosei’s halakha concerning improvised altars, the 
Torah should have simply written: According to his eating, which is 
phrased in the singular and therefore indicates that the Paschal lamb 
may be slaughtered for an individual. What then is the significance of 
the additional term “man”? It must be that you learn from the verse 
two separate halakhot, that the Paschal lamb may be slaughtered for an 
individual and that it must be for a man and not a woman. 


In accordance with whose opinion is that which Rabbi Elazar 
said: A woman’s participation in the first Pesah is mandatory, and 
her participation in the second Pesah is optional" and overrides Shab- 
bat? Before resolving this question, the Gemara questions whether 
Rabbi Elazar’s opinion is even reasonable: If offering the second Pesah 
is optional for a woman, why does it override Shabbat? Rather, 
emend his statement and say: A woman’ participation in the second 
Pesah is optional, and her participation in the first Pesah is manda- 
tory and overrides Shabbat. In accordance with whose opinion is 
this ruling? It is in accordance with the view of Rabbi Yehuda, as 
stated previously. 


Rabbi Yaakov said that Rabbi Yohanan said: We do not make a group 
for the Paschal lamb that is composed entirely of converts, because 
perhaps they will be overly meticulous with it and cause it to become 
unnecessarily disqualified. Converts can be especially zealous in their 
observance, and out of ignorance may cause an offering to be unneces- 
sarily disqualified by adding extra details to the requirements of the 
offering." 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Eating the Paschal lamb and matza and 
bitter herbs" on the first night of Passover is mandatory. From here 
on, i.e., the remaining days, it is optional. Rabbi Shimon says: For 
men it is mandatory and for women it is optional. 


HALAKHA 


A man can acquire on behalf of others — 73% wx: 
An adult can legally acquire something for others 
and serve as an agent. However, a minor does not 
have the legal right to acquire on behalf of others 
and cannot serve as an agent (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Sheluhin VeShutafin 2:2). 


The second Pesah is optional for a woman - my 
mw’ wa: The second Pesah is optional for women. 
Therefore, if the second Pesah occurs on Shabbat, 
the Paschal lamb may not be slaughtered solely for 
women. In this regard, the Rambam rules in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Yehuda and not in accordance with 
Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Yehuda holds that women do not 
have an absolute obligation with regard to the sec- 
ond Pesah. The Rambam relies on Rabbi Elazar, who 
agrees with Rabbi Yehuda (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:8 and 7:3). 


A group of converts — w4 NVIN: A group com- 
posed entirely of converts is not allowed to eat the 
Paschal lamb ab initio, due to the concern that they 
will be overly meticulous and will end up causing 
the sacrifice to be disqualified. After the fact, a group 
composed entirely of converts is valid (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:4). 


The Paschal lamb and matza and bitter herbs — 
siya nya NDS: Eating matza, which fulfills a mitzva 
from the Torah even today, and eating bitter herbs, 
which nowadays fulfills a rabbinic decree, are man- 
datory on the first night of Passover and optional 
for the duration of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 475:7). 


NOTES 


A minor cannot acquire on behalf of others - px 
Mit oP: Some explain that this principle is specifi- 
cally written in the verse concerning the Paschal 
lamb. Since it is possible to include minors in one’s 
offering and they may partake of it, the verse there- 
fore emphasizes that a minor still may not acquire a 
portion for others, because even his own portion is 
not independently his (Josafot on tractate Kiddushin). 
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NOTES 


Women and the mitzva to eat matza - nx nox pws: 
Although women are exempt from time-bound, positive 
mitzvot, a category which includes the consumption of matza, 
here are some exceptions to this rule, including, among oth- 
ers, the mitzvot to eat matza on the first night of Passover and 
o recite kiddush on Shabbat. 


An acute mourner immerses and eats — bain) Baiv pix: 
The halakhot of acute mourning are derived from the verses 
concerning Aaron on the day his sons died. The verse “Behold, 
his day have they offered their sin-offering’ (Leviticus 10:19) 
eaches that, by Torah law, the period of acute mourning ap- 
plies only on the day of death (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). The Ge- 
mara further derives from the verse “and its end as a bitter day” 
(Amos 8:10) that the halakhot of acute mourning apply the 
entire day, but only to the day. The extension of the halakhot 
of acute mourning to the night following the first day is by 
rabbinic decree. Although the mourning period continues 
into the following seven- and then thirty-day period, only the 
period of acute mourning carries prohibitions related to the 
Temple and offerings. 


HALAKHA 
An acute mourner with regard to the Paschal sacrifice and 
other sacrificial food - wp nD pX: An acute mourner 
immerses and eats his Paschal sacrifice in the evening. How- 
ever, he may not eat other sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Ko- 
rbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 2:10). 


Perek VIII 
Dafg2 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 

Gathering bones - ninyy vip: There was a different burial 
custom in the period of the Second Temple and for hundreds 
of years thereafter. The custom was to temporarily bury the 
deceased in the ground and to wait a few years until all the 
flesh decayed. The bones would then be collected together 
and placed in a stone ossuary, which was then placed in a 
niche in the family burial cave. 


Burial cave and ossuary in Beit She’arim 
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The Gemara clarifies the precise intention of the last clause of the 
first tanna: To which part of the baraita does the halakha that eating 
after the first night is optional refer? If you say it is referring to the 
Paschal lamb, is there a Paschal lamb all seven days? Certainly not, 
and consequently it does not make sense to speak of whether eating 
it is mandatory or optional after the first night. Rather, if you say 
that it is referring to matza and bitter herbs, how will you say and 
explain accordingly the last part of the baraita, i.e., Rabbi Shimon 
says: For men it is mandatory and for women it is optional. If 
the second clause is referring only to matza and bitter herbs, then 
Rabbi Shimon would appear to be saying that women are exempt 
from eating them. 


This is difficult: Does Rabbi Shimon not accept that which Rabbi 
Elazar said, that women are obligated in the command of eating 
matza by Torah law, despite the fact that it is a time-bound, positive 
mitzva, as it is stated: “You shall eat no leavened bread with it; 
seven days shall you eat matzot with it” (Deuteronomy 16:3), 
which teaches that all who are subject to the prohibition to not 
eat leavened bread are also subject to the positive mitzva to arise 
and eat matza? And those women, since they are subject to the 
prohibition to not eat leavened bread, since women are required 
to observe all the prohibitions of the Torah, they are subject also 
to the positive mitzva to arise and eat matza." Clearly, Rabbi 
Shimon was not referring to matza. 


Rather, say instead that the baraita should be read as follows: 
Eating the Paschal lamb, matza, and bitter herbs on the first day 
of Passover is mandatory. From here on, i.e., the remaining days of 
Passover, it is optional to eat matza and bitter herbs. Rabbi Shimon 
says: The Paschal lamb is mandatory for men and optional for 
women, in accordance with his opinion stated previously. 


MI S H NA An acute mourner, i.e., a mourner on the day 


of the death of an immediate relative, is pro- 
hibited from eating sacrificial food. By Torah law, the prohibition 
applies only to the day of death itself, but it is permitted to partake 
of sacrificial food on the following night. By rabbinic decree, the 
period of acute mourning is extended to include the night as well. 
Despite this, an acute mourner immerses and eats" his Paschal 
lamb in the evening. But he may still not eat other sacrificial food." 
However, one who hears about the death of his dead, i.e., he discov- 
ers that one of his immediate relatives died more than thirty days 
after the death, his status of acute mourning applies on a rabbinic 
level. 


And one who gathers the bones of his parents, who are buried in a 
temporary location for their flesh to decay and who is moving them 
to a permanent burial place? must also observe a day of acute 
mourning by rabbinic decree. These mourners immerse and eat all 
types of sacrificial food at night." Since in these cases, even during 
the day, the mourning is by rabbinic decree, the Sages did not extend 
it into the evening. 


HALAKHA 


One who hears about the death of his dead and one 
who gathers the bones of his parents - inn by yoiwit 
ningsy pam: One who hears that a relative has passed 
away after the day of death and one who gathers a rela- 
tive’s bones may not consume sacrificial food on that day, 


due to rabbinic decree. However, they may immerse and 
then eat sacrificial food at night, and they may certainly 
eat the Paschal sacrifice (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 2:10 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:9). 
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With regard to a convert who converted on Passover eve, Beit 
Shammai say: He immerses and eats his Paschal lamb in the 
evening. And Beit Hillel say: One who separates from the fore- 
skin" by being circumcised is ritually impure, like one who sepa- 
rates from the grave after coming in contact with a corpse. Con- 
sequently, he must first observe the seven-day purification process 
necessary to remove ritually impurity imparted by a corpse. Only 
then, from the eighth day onward, may he partake of sacrificial 


meat. 
G E M A What is the reason that an acute mourn- 
er may eat the Paschal lamb in the eve- 
ning? The tanna of the mishna holds that the observance of acute 
mourning at night after the day of one’s relative’s death is a rab- 
binic prohibition. And with regard to the Paschal lamb, the 
Sages waived their prohibition because they did not uphold their 
statement prohibiting consumption of sacrificial food in a situa- 
tion in which doing so would violate a prohibition that carries the 
punishment of karet, as is the case with one who neglects to offer 
the Paschal lamb. On the other hand, with regard to other sacri- 
ficial food, they maintained the prohibition, because they upheld 
their statement in a situation in which neglecting to eat the 
sacrificial food entails only the neglect of a positive mitzva. 


We learned in the mishna: One who hears about the death of his 
dead relative more than thirty days after the death and one who 
gathers bones immerse and eat sacrificial food in the evening. The 
Gemara expresses surprise: Can this apply to one who gathers 
bones? But by doing so he came in contact with the bones of a 
corpse, and he needs sprinkling on the third and seventh days 
in order to become ritually pure. The Gemara answers: Emend 
the teaching of the mishna and instead say: One for whom they 
gathered bones, meaning that other people gathered the bones 
of his parents to transfer them to a new grave but he himself did 
not touch them, has a rabbinical requirement to observe a day of 
acute mourning, but he is not ritually impure. 


We learned in the mishna: With regard to a convert who con- 
verted on Passover eve, there is a dispute between Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel as to whether he may immerse and eat the Paschal 
sacrifice in the evening. The Gemara discusses the scope of this 
dispute: Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said 
that the dispute is about an uncircumcised gentile that was 
circumcised and converted on Passover eve. 


Beit Hillel hold that there is a rabbinic decree due to a concern 
that perhaps he will become contaminated by a corpse in the 
following year and he will say: Last year, even though I had 
come in contact with a corpse previous to Passover, did I not 
immerse and eat the Paschal lamb without completing the puri- 
fication process for impurity imparted by a corpse? Now also, I 
will immerse and eat. And he does not know and understand 
that last year, before his conversion on Passover eve, he was a 
gentile and therefore he was not susceptible to ritual impurity, 
because gentiles do not contract ritual impurity according to 
Torah law, but now he is a Jew and is susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity. Therefore, the Sages decreed that he should complete the 
seven-day purification process for impurity imparted by a corpse 
before he can partake of sacrificial food in order to avoid such a 
mistake. 


And Beit Shammai hold that we do not make a decree due to 
this concern." But with regard to an uncircumcised Jew who for 
some reason had not been circumcised until Passover eve, all 
agree that he may immerse and eat his Paschal lamb in the 
evening. The concern that he will err the following year does not 
apply, and we do not decree in the case of an uncircumcised Jew 
who was circumcised on Passover eve, due to concern that the 
case will be confused with that ofan uncircumcised gentile who 
was circumcised and converted on Passover eve." 


NOTES 
One who separates from the foreskin — wI m wian: Wouldn't 
it make more sense to state: One whose foreskin is separated from 
him? One commentator explains that the mishna’s unusual manner 
of expression specifically relates to a convert. The mishna teaches 
hat gentiles are called uncircumcised even if have been circumcised. 
Therefore, when a gentile converts, it can be said that in addition to 
having his foreskin separated from him, he has separated himself 
rom living with the essential character of one who is uncircumcised 
(Tiferet Yisrael). 


The dispute with regard to a convert - 134 pina: In the Jerusa- 
em Talmud a different explanation of the dispute i is suggested, based 
upon the verse “Whosoever has killed any person, and whosoever 
has touched any slain, purify yourselves on the third day and on the 
seventh day, you and your captives” (Numbers 31:19). Beit Hillel derives 
rom this verse that captives taken as Canaanite slaves, as well as 
anyone who converts, require sprinkling of the waters of a purification 
offering on the third and seventh days, similar to one who came in 
contact with a corpse. Beit Shammai, however, interprets the verse 
differently. According to his understanding, it teaches that just as the 
Jewish people did not become susceptible to ritual impurity until they 
entered the covenant, the same applies to captives. 


HALAKHA 

An uncircumcised person who was circumcised on the eve of 
Passover - nbs IW baw bap: If a Jew is circumcised on Passover 
eve, he may eat the Paschal lamb at night. However, a gentile who 
converts and becomes circumcised must wait seven days to eat the 
Paschal lamb, because a gentile who separates from the foreskin 
is like one who separates from the grave (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:7). 
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LANGUAGE 
Scalpel [izmel] - Sane: From the Greek opin, smilé, 
meaning a small knife for cutting and engraving or a 
knife used for surgery. 


Antique circumcision knife 


NOTES 


Situations in which the Sages upheld or did not 
uphold their statement - opat ALT x) TAYI: 
The early commentaries questioned whyi in some cases 
the Sages did uphold their decree in the face of karet 
whereas in other cases they did not. They suggest that 
wherever the decree was created to prevent a violation 
of Torah law, the rabbinic prohibition is maintained 
in all circumstances. For example, in the case of the 
convert who was circumcised, the rabbinic decree is 
to prevent the possibility that he will eat the Paschal 
lamb in a state of ritual impurity the following year. In 
the cases of sprinkling and the circumcision scalpel, the 
decrees are to prevent carrying the requisite items on 
Shabbat in a manner that violates Torah law. However, 
in the other cases, the reason the rabbinic decrees 
were instituted was not in order to prevent a violation 
of Torah law. Therefore, these prohibitions were waived 
in the face of a prohibition that carries the punishment 
of karet (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Meiri). 

The Rambam offers a different explanation: The 
reason the Sages upheld their decree in the case of 
one who was circumcised on Passover eve is that it is 
uncommon for one to be circumcised and immerse on 
the same day, since one generally waits to heal before 
immersing. The decree prohibiting sprinkling is also 
upheld because one remains unable to eat sacrificial 
food that day. Consequently, the decree would have 
been overridden on Shabbat for the purpose of chang- 
ing one's status after Shabbat, which is considered a 
dishonor of Shabbat. The Ra‘avad disputes this expla- 
nation and presumably agreed with the explanation 
mentioned previously. 


Sprinkling [haza‘a] — nxt: The term haza‘a refers 
to the sprinkling of a mixture of the ashes of the red 
heifer with special water to purify a person from im- 
purity imparted by a corpse. The ritual involves tak- 
ing a bundle of three hyssop branches and using it to 
sprinkle the purification waters on the ritually impure 
person on the third and seventh days after he became 
ritually impure. Even though these waters purify those 
who are ritually impure, one who is ritually pure who 
ouches or carries them, and the priest who sprinkles 
hem, become ritually impure for one day. 


We may not bring it through...courtyards — px 
DVN 117.NİN PrI: Most commentaries explain 
hat the case of the scalpel is mentioned because re- 
raining from performing the circumcision of one’s son 
or servant prevents one from being able to offer the 
Paschal lamb. Other authorities interpret the Gemara 
as referring to the fact that the rabbinic decree pre- 
vents performing the circumcision, although failing 
o perform the circumcision itself carries a punishment 
of karet (Rashash). 


168 


PEREK VIII : 92A ° A847’ p15 


12 yaw oa AY P37 1) KIA 
ma oxy ma spon x nvdx 
mre bain baie bor by by tba 
bay by = pona m by ay ins 
bain aay DWI NW MAW 143 
DRN boat mea ah inp ny 

apo vY nbwa ja wren 


TAYT- gas] MST Ty KI Ta 
PNYP PK. Dipha PAT 
nippa pagt wavT Kb - Dist 

mp 


Jax xa — boy 


IPN) AW ANT I TKT- AKT 
DAT nx ANIA 


PRIR PRY owe rant - MPN 
PROB Pts J3 DIN MW TTT Nhe 
TM Ay TI nia Ty Anis 

MDD? 


VAST NT - pix 


Sew priv KANT- NITRA YTS 
iang men noan swa bw waw 
Doin baw- oa 


Sprinkling is prohibited due to rabbinic decree — maw AKI: 
If one has become ritually impure due to contact with a corpse 


That was also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: 
Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about the fact that 
an uncircumcised Jew who was circumcised on Passover eve may 
immerse and eat his Paschal lamb in the evening. With regard to 
what did they disagree? With regard to an uncircumcised gentile 
who converted on Passover eve. Beit Shammai say that he may im- 
merse and eat his Paschal lamb in the evening, and Beit Hillel say 
that one who separates from the foreskin is ritually impure like one 
who separates from the grave. 


Rava said: With regard to an uncircumcised gentile who converted, 
sprinkling the purification waters to purify impurity imparted by a 
corpse, and a circumcision scalpel [izmel], the Sages upheld their 
statement even in a situation in which doing so would violate a 
prohibition that carries the punishment of karet. However, with re- 
gard to an acute mourner, a leper, and a beit haperas, an area in 
which a doubt exists concerning the location of a grave or a corpse, 
they did not uphold their statement in a situation in which doing 
so would violate a prohibition that carries the punishment of karet." 


The Gemara details all the cases Rava referred to: The case of an un- 
circumcised gentile who converted is as we have said previously. Beit 

Hillel disqualify a convert from offering the Paschal lamb, despite the 

fact that neglecting to do so renders one liable to receive karet. 


The case of sprinkling” the purification waters to purify impurity 
imparted by a corpse is as the Master said in a mishna: Sprinkling 
is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic decree," and it does not 
override Shabbat even on Passover eve, despite the fact that one who 
requires sprinkling will then be unable to offer the Paschal lamb. 


The case of the circumcision scalpel is as it was taught in a baraita: If 
a circumcision scalpel was not brought to the location of the baby 
from before Shabbat, just as we may not bring it through a public 
domain in violation of Torah law, so too we may not bring it through 
roofs, through courtyards,’ and through enclosures, even though 
carrying in this manner is prohibited by rabbinic decree." One who 
has an uncircumcised member of his household may not bring a 
Paschal lamb and is liable for karet. The Sages maintained the prohibi- 
tion of carrying the scalpel in all circumstances, even when doing so 
would mean the baby would remain uncircumcised on Passover eve, 
preventing his household from offering a Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara lists the cases where the Sages waived their prohibition 
in the face ofa prohibition carrying the punishment of karet: The case 
of an acute mourner is that which we said in the mishna. 


The case of the leper, what is it? It is as it was taught in a baraita: A 
leper is ritually impure and must undergo an involved, eight-day 
purification process, which culminates on the eighth day with the 
bringing of various offerings in the Temple. Ifhis eighth day occurs 
on Passover eve, such that it would be possible to bring his offerings 
and be fit to partake of the Paschal lamb that evening, and he saw an 
occurrence of semen on that day, and one who experiences such a 
discharge is ritually impure and prohibited from entering the Temple, 
he may immerse in order to purify himself from the discharge and 
then bring his offerings and eat the Paschal lamb at night." 


HALAKHA 


rabbinic decrees will be violated while transporting the scalpel 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:6). 


and the seventh day of his purification process is on Shabbat, he 


may not be sprinkled with the waters of a purification offering 


A aperi whose eighth day o occurs on PASOVE eve - - vis 


on Shabbat. If Passover eve is on Shabbat, he is not able to offer Lo 


the Paschal lamb until the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:6). 


Bringing the scalpel for a circumcision - mood Sars DNIT: 
If one forgot to bring the circumcision scalpel before Shabbat, 
he may not violate Shabbat to bring it on that day, even if only 


process 0 occurs on pasaves eve and he experiences a discharge of 
semen on that day, he may immerse and then enter the Women’s 
Courtyard and sacrifice his offerings. The Sages waived the rabbinic 
prohibition of one who has immersed on that day from enter- 
ing the Women’s Courtyard, in order to allow the offering of the 
Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:5). 
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The Sages said: Although normally, with regard to ritual impurity 
from seminal discharge, one who has immersed on that day may 
not enter the Temple until nightfall, this one may enter. The reason 
is that it is better for a positive mitzva that has a punishment of 
karet, i.e., the bringing of the Paschal lamb, to come and override 
a positive mitzva that does not have a punishment of karet, i.e., the 
mitzva of “They shall send out from the camp every leper and who- 
ever has had issue, and whoever is unclean by the dead” (Numbers 
5:2), which requires the removal from the Temple of one who has 
immersed that day and will become pure only upon nightfall. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Yohanan said: By Torah law, there is 
not even a positive mitzva that restricts one who has immersed 
that day and will become pure only upon nightfall from entering 
the Temple, as it is stated: “And Jehoshaphat stood in the congre- 
gation of Judea and Jerusalem, in the House of the Lord, before 
the new courtyard” (11 Chronicles 20:5). What is indicated by 
identifying the courtyards as the new courtyard?" It indicates that 
they innovated something in it, and they said: One who has 
immersed on that day but will become pure only upon nightfall 
may not enter the Levite camp, which includes the entire Temple 
Mount. This suggests that the prohibition is of rabbinic origin and 
is not a positive mitzva. 


The case of a beit haperas, in which the Sages did not uphold their 
decree, is as it was taught in a mishna: And Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel agree 


that we examine a beit haperas’ that lies in the path to Jerusalem for 
those offering the Paschal lamb to determine whether there is 
actually any ritual impurity present, in order to enable those who 
pass through it to know whether they are still ritually pure and able 
to offer the Paschal lamb. But we do not examine a beit haperas for 
the sake of those eating teruma in order that they should be able to 
eat teruma in purity. The Gemara asks: 


What is meant when we say that we examine for those offering the 
Paschal lamb?" Practically, how is it examined? Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said: One must blow the dust on the path before tak- 
ing each step in the beit haperas" as he walks through it, in order to 
see if there is a hidden bone there. Rav Yehuda bar Abaye in the 
name of Rav Yehuda said: A beit haperas that has been trodden 
underfoot is considered ritually pure, since it is assumed that any 
bones that were there have been removed or broken. The impurity 
of a beit haperas is due to a rabbinic decree. The Sages waived this 
decree in a case where the necessary examination is made, in order 
to allow people to be able to offer their Paschal lambs. However, this 
leniency is limited to the case of the Paschal lamb, since its neglect 
carries the prohibition of karet. It is not extended to other cases, 
such as the prohibition to eat impure teruma. 


NOTES 
The new courtyard — mom 3%: Support for the idea 
that they introduced new decrees on that occasion is also 
alluded to from the fact that all of Israel gathered together 
to fast and repent. In order to reinforce Torah observance, it 
makes sense that they would have imposed new decrees 
at that time (Rashi). 


NOTES 
Beit haperas — D151 ma: A beit haperas is a place that the 
Sages decreed ritually impure, as though it were a cemetery. 


There are three cases that are defined as a beit haperas: The 


first type is a field known to contain a grave, but the location 
of the grave within the field in not known. Therefore, the 
concern is that any particular part of the field may be where 
he grave is located. A second type is a field in which a grave 
was plowed over, and there is concern that the bones may 
have been scattered throughout an area the size of a one- 
hundred-cubit furrow. The third kind is a field where people 
would eulogize the dead. It is considered a beit haperas be- 
cause there is concern that part of a corpse may have fallen 
here. In all these cases, the concern is that there may be a 
bone even as small as the size of a kernel of barley, which 
can transmit ritual impurity but may be too small to notice. 


We examine for those offering the Paschal lamb - pp7ia 
nbs wiyh: In the Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna, he 
explains in tractate Ohalot that if one traveling to offer the 
Paschal lamb realizes that he has already walked through a 
beit haperas, he may take the dirt upon which he walked 
and pass it through a sifter in order to check for small bones 
(see Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


One must blow the dust in the beit haperas - ma nama 
DW: One who is traveling to offer the Paschal lamb may 
blow the dirt along the path of a beit haperas as he travels 
through it. If he does not find any bones, he may slaughter 
and eat his Paschal lamb. Similarly, one who passed through 
a well-trodden beit haperas remains ritually pure and may 
offer the Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 6:8). 
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This chapter primarily focused on the halakhot pertaining to the group a person must 
be part of in order to partake of the Paschal lamb. 


A person may not be registered with two different groups. As such, the Gemara con- 
sidered situations in which a person is unsure with which group he is registered. In 
such cases, sometimes it is assumed the person is registered with whichever group 
he expressed a preference for, and other times the Sages provided specific guidelines 
to determine which group a person is assumed to be registered with. 


A similar problem presents itself when a group is unsure for which animal they are 
registered, since they may not be registered for two animals. For example, if an agent 
is appointed by a group to slaughter the Paschal offering, but it was never specified 
whether he should slaughter a lamb or a kid, it is assumed the group intends to be 
registered with whichever animal the agent selects. If they did specify a specific type, 
but the agent doesn’t recall what was said, the only recourse is for him to slaughter 
two animals using the specific stipulation developed by the Gemara, and then, when 
he returns to the group, they will identify for him which one they had instructed 
him to slaughter. If they themselves don't recall which one they specified, they may 
certainly not partake of either animal, but in certain cases they still fulfill their obli- 
gation to sacrifice it. 


The Gemara recorded a debate concerning at which point a person may register with 
a group and withdraw from being registered and concluded that movement is pos- 
sible only before the lamb is slaughtered. 


The Gemara also delineated which compositions of groups are permitted. It is permit- 
ted for a single individual to be registered alone for a Paschal lamb. It is also permitted 
to form a group comprised entirely of women or slaves. However, the Sages warned 
against creating groups of certain combinations of people, such as slaves and women, 
out of concern for improprieties. 


One who will be unable to partake of the Paschal lamb, for example, if he will be 
ritually impure or if he will be physically unable to do so, is not permitted to join 
a group. However, where there is a realistic possibility that a person will be able to 
consume the Paschal lamb, even if he is currently in a state in which he is unable to 
do so, he may join a group with others. Even in such a case, it is permitted for him 
only if he will join other people who will definitely be able to eat, but a lamb may 
not be slaughtered exclusively for him, due to the possibility that he will not be fit 
to partake of the Paschal lamb by the evening. 


Summary of 
Perek VIII 
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The Gemara related to cases where, due to various rabbinic decrees, a person would 
not be permitted to partake of sacrificial foods on the night of Passover. In certain 
cases, due to the importance of partaking of the Paschal lamb, the neglect of which 
carries the punishment of karet, the Sages waived their decrees. For example, the 
Sages permitted an acute mourner following his or her day of acute mourning to 
partake of the Paschal lamb despite the standard rabbinic decree prohibiting that 
person from eating sacrificial foods. However, in certain cases the Sages maintained 
their decrees, despite the fact that doing so would prevent a person from partaking 
of the Paschal lamb, for example, in the cases of a gentile who converted during the 


week prior to Passover. 
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Speak to the people of Israel, saying: If any man of you or of your 
generations shall be ritually impure due to a dead body, or is on a 
journey far away, he shall still offer the Paschal lamb to the Lord. The 
fourteenth day of the second month at evening they shall offer it; they 
shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs. They shall leave none of it to 
the morning, nor break a bone in it; according to the entire statute of 
the Paschal lamb they shall offer it. But the man who is ritually pure, 
and is not on a journey, and refrains from offering the Paschal lamb, 
that soul shall be cut off from his people; because he did not bring the 
offering of the Lord in its appointed season, that man shall bear his sin. 
And if a stranger shall sojourn among you, and will offer the Paschal 
lamb unto the Lord: According to the statute of the Paschal lamb, and 
according to its ordinance, so shall he do; you shall have one statute, 
both for the stranger, and for him that is born in the land. 

(Numbers 9:10-14) 
Your lamb shall be without blemish, a male of the first year; you shall 
take it from the sheep, or from the goats. 


(Exodus 12:5) 


This chapter addresses two central issues: The halakhot of the second Pesah and the 
halakhot of a Paschal lamb with various problematic statuses or one that was lost or 
intermingled with other animals. 


Although the basic halakhot of the second Pesah are explained in the Torah, there 
remain some unanswered questions. The central issue is the precise relationship 
between the first and second Pesah. Does the second Pesah exist only as a second 
opportunity for those who failed to bring the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, or is it 
viewed as an independent Festival? The distinction lies in the case of one who was 
not obligated in the first Pesah. Can he nevertheless be required to participate in the 
second? Similarly, one who is liable to receive karet for willingly neglecting to bring 
a Paschal lamb on the first Pesah may still achieve atonement for his error on the 
second Pesah. Is this true only ifhe succeeds in actually bringing a Paschal lamb then, 
or even in cases in which he is exempted from the second Pesah, such as in a case 
where he was ritually impure at that point? Another matter that requires clarification 
is the extent to which the halakhot of the Paschal lamb on the two Pesahim are similar. 


This chapter also deals with problematic statuses and disqualifications that apply to 
offerings, for example, an offering whose owners have died, an offering that was to be 
brought at a specific time but was not, or an animal that was substituted for another 
that has already been consecrated, in which case the substitute attains a certain level 
of sanctity. In all these circumstances, the halahka depends in part on the type of 
offering involved. This chapter therefore seeks to determine the halakhot as they 
apply to the Paschal lamb. 


Also discussed is the protocol in a case in which a Paschal lamb is mixed up with 
other animals, including cases in which it is mixed up with other types of offerings 
or even with another Paschal lamb belonging to a different group. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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MI S H N AS One who was ritually impure or on a distant 


journey" and did not observe the first Pesah" 
by participating in the offering of the Paschal lamb on the fourteenth 
of Nisan should observe the second Pesah by participating in the 
offering on the fourteenth of Iyyar. If one unwittingly forgot or was 
prevented due to circumstances beyond his control and did not 
observe the first Pesah, he too should observe the second Pesah. If 
so, that the second Pesah is observed even by someone who forgot or 
was prevented from observing the first Pesah, why is it stated in the 
Torah that the second Pesah is observed only by one who was ritu- 
ally impure or on a distant journey? These cases were specified in 
order to teach that these two groups of people are exempt from karet 
if they do not observe the second Pesah, but those who were not 
ritually impure or on a distant journey are liable" to receive karet, 
as the Gemara will explain. 


G E M ARA It was stated that the amora’im disagreed 


about the following issue: If one was on a 
distant journey" and others slaughtered the Paschal lamb and sprin- 
kled its blood on his behalf, and he arrived in time to eat the Paschal 
lamb, does he need to observe the second Pesah since he was far away 
at the time that the sacrifice was offered? Rav Nahman said: His of- 
fering was accepted, and he need not observe the second Pesah. Rav 
Sheshet said: His offering was not accepted, and he must sacrifice 
the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. The Gemara explains their 
opinions. Rav Nahman said: His offering was accepted because the 
Torah has mercy on one who was on a distant journey and allows 
him the option of observing the second Pesah; but ifhe nonetheless 
did participate in the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, 
may blessing come upon him. And Rav Sheshet said: His offering 
is not accepted because the Torah deferred his observance to the 
second Pesah just as it does for one who is ritually impure. Just as 
one who is ritually impure may not voluntarily participate in the 
Paschal lamb, neither may one who is on a distant journey. 


Rav Nahman said: From where do I say my opinion? As we learned 
in the mishna: One who was ritually impure or ona distant journey 
and did not observe the first Pesah should observe the second Pesah. 
The expression: And did not observe, indicates by inference that 
regarding one who was on a distant journey, had he wished, he could 
have observed it and would thereby be exempt from participating in 
the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


And Rav Sheshet said in response: If so, consider the latter clause 
of the mishna, which teaches: If one unwittingly forgot or was pre- 
vented due to circumstances beyond his control and did not ob- 
serve the first Pesah, he should observe the second Pesah. According 
to your reasoning, from the fact that it is taught: And did not ob- 
serve, conclude by inference that had he wished, he could have 
observed it. However, this is not possible, as the mishna states explic- 
itly that he unwittingly forgot or was prevented due to circum- 
stances beyond his control and was unable to observe the first Pesah. 


The first Pesah — jiwx nos: In the Torah, there is a clear distinc- 


tion between Hag HaPesah, the Festival 


on the fourteenth of Nisan, the day on which the Paschal lamb 
is sacrificed, and Hag HaMatzot, the Festival of Matzot, the seven- 
day Festival beginning on the evening of the fifteenth of Nisan. 
Over the generations, due to the cessation of the Paschal lamb 
offering, the terms were confused and the term Pesah, Passover, 
is the name used for the seven-day Festival. As the mishna is 
referring to the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb, using the terms first 
Passover and second Passover would be misleading. Therefore, 
they are rendered as first Pesah and second Pesah. 


NOTES 


These are exempt...but those are liable — y)... poa by 
pan: According to Rashi, the ruling that they are exempt from 
karet applies not only to one who was ritually impure or on 
a distant journey, but even to one who unwittingly forgot or 
was unable to bring the offering due to circumstances beyond 
his control. Apparently, they are exempt even if they intention- 
ally refrained from observing the second Pesah. The phrase: 
These are liable, according to Rashi, does not apply to any of 
the cases mentioned explicitly in the mishna, but to cases 
such as one who intentionally refrained from observing the 
first Pesah. 


of Pesah, which occurs 


HALAKHA 


Ritually impure or on a distant journey — 774 ix Kav 
min: One who was ritually impure or on a distant jour- 
ney at the time of the slaughtering of the Paschal lamb, 
or one who unwittingly forgot or was prevented from 
participating due to circumstances beyond his control, 
should observe the second Pesah by offering the Paschal 
lamb on the fourteenth of the month of lyyar (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:1, 6:1). 


These are exempt...but those are liable — ... p15 x 
payn rer: If one unwittingly forgets to observe the first 
Pesah or is prevented from doing so due to circumstances 
beyond his control, but he then intentionally refrains 
from observing the second Pesah, he is liable to receive 
karet. In addition, one who intentionally refrains from 
observing the first Pesah is liable to receive karet, even 
if he later unwittingly fails to bring the Paschal lamb on 
the second Pesah. However, one who is ritually impure 
or on a distant journey at the time of the first Pesah is 
exempt from karet even if he intentionally refrains from 
observing the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2). 


If one was on a distant journey - npin gya 77: If one 
is on a distant journey and others slaughter the Paschal 
lamb on his behalf, and he arrives in the evening, his 
participation in the offering is not accepted and he is 
obligated to observe the second Pesah by bringing a 
Paschal lamb on the fourteenth of lyyar. The halakha 
is according to the opinion of Rav Sheshet, since the 
halakha always follows him in matters of ritual law in dis- 
putes with Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 5:3). 
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Rather, the mishna must be explained differently, as follows: 
Even though it does not say so explicitly, the mishna is teaching 
with the phrase: And he did not observe, the case of one who 
intentionally refrained from observing the first Pesah together 
with the other cases in the mishna. Here, too, in the first part of 
the mishna, the phrase: And he did not observe, must be under- 
stood as including another category of people: It is teaching the 
case of an acute mourner, i.e., one whose relative died that same 
day and has not yet been buried," together with the other cases. 
The first part of the mishna includes three cases: One who was 
ritually impure, one who was on distant journey, and one who 
was an acute mourner. Therefore, it cannot be inferred that had 
he wished to observe the first Pesah, he could have done so. 


Rav Ashi said: The mishna is also precisely formulated accord- 
ing to this interpretation, as it teaches: These are exempt from 

karet, but those are liable to receive karet. To which part of the 

mishna is this referring? If we say that this statement is referring 
to one who unwittingly forgot and one who was prevented 

due to circumstances beyond his control, are one who unwit- 
tingly forgot and one who was prevented due to circumstances 

beyond his control subject to the punishment of karet? One 

is liable to receive karet only for performing a transgression in- 
tentionally. Rather, is it not referring to the case of one who 

intentionally refrained from observing the Pesah, which is in- 
cluded in the phrase in the latter clause: And he did not observe, 
and to the case of an acute mourner, which is included in the 

parallel phrase in the first clause? These two categories of people 

are liable to receive karet if they fail to sacrifice the Paschal lamb 

on the second Pesah. 


And Rav Nahman could have said to you in response: Actu- 
ally, the mishna refers only to the case of one who intention- 
ally refrains from observing the first Pesah and not to the case 
of an acute mourner; and by right it should have taught this 
ruling with the expression: He is liable, in the singular. And the 
reason that it teaches this ruling with the phrase: These are li- 
able, in the plural, is that since the first clause of the mishna 
teaches its ruling with the expression: These are exempt, in the 
plural, the latter clause also teaches its ruling with the expres- 
sion: Those are liable, in the plural. Therefore, the phrase in the 
first clause: And did not observe the first Pesah, teaches that one 
on a journey has the option of observing the first Pesah if he 
wishes. And the same phrase in the latter clause: And did not 
observe, comes to include the case of one who intentionally 
refrains from observing the first Pesah. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say my opinion? As it was 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: It is stated that one 
who is ritually impure on the first Pesah observes the second 
Pesah, and it is stated that one who is on a distant journey 
observes the second Pesah; 


NOTES 


Acute mourning - max: Aninutis the period of mourning who is in aninut, to that of a regular mourner [avel]. In 
on the day of the death of a close relative. The mourner is Temple times an acute mourner was prohibited from eating 
exempt from all positive mitzvot from the time ofthe death second tithe, first fruits, and sacrificial meat. A priest who is 
of the close relative until after the burial. At that point, the an acute mourner may not take part in the Temple service; 
mourner’s status changes from that of an onen, i.e one however, this prohibition does not apply to the High Priest. 
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just as the case of one who was ritually impure is referring to one 
who has the means to observe the first Pesah via an agent but does 
not do so because the Torah prohibited him from doing so, so too, 
the case of one who was on a distant journey also refers to one who 
has the means to observe the first Pesah via an agent and eat the of- 
fering at night, but does not do so because the Torah prohibited him 
from doing so. 


And Rav Nahman could have said to you: Rabbi Akiva conforms to 
his standard line of reasoning," as he holds that one may not slaugh- 
ter a Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood on behalf of one who is 
ritually impure due to contact with a dead creeping animal, even 
though he could immerse and become ritually pure in time to partake 
of the Paschal lamb in the evening. This indicates that according to 
Rabbi Akiva, one who is unfit when the blood is sprinkled is com- 
pletely disqualified from participating in the offering. But I hold in 
accordance with the one who said: One may slaughter a Paschal 
lamb and sprinkle its blood on behalf of one who is ritually impure 
due to contact with a dead creeping animal, and therefore Rabbi 
Akiva’s ruling is not relevant to my opinion. 


The Gemara cites a baraita in support of Rav Nahman’s opinion. The 
Sages taught that these are the people who observe the second 
Pesah:4 Zavim and zavot; male lepers and female lepers; and 
menstruating women and those men who had sexual relations 
with menstruating women; and women after childbirth; those 
who failed to observe the first Pesah unwittingly, and those who 
were prevented due to circumstances beyond their control, and 
those who intentionally refrained from doing so; and one who was 
ritually impure; and one who was on a distant journey. 


The baraita continues: If so, if one who missed the first Pesah for any 
reason observes the second Pesah, why is the case of one who was 
ritually impure stated explicitly in the Torah? The Gemara expresses 
surprise at this question: Why is it stated? It was necessary to men- 
tion this case to teach that ifan impure person wishes to perform the 
sacrifice of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah we do not allow him 
to do so. Rather, the question should be: Why is the case of one who 
is on a distant journey stated in the Torah? It is stated to exempt him 
from karet even if he does not observe the second Pesah. And this is 
in accordance with the opinion of the one who said that if the Paschal 
lamb was slaughtered on behalf of one who was on a distant journey 
it was accepted, which is the opinion of Rav Nahman. 


The baraita mentioned several types of ritually impure women who 
observe the second Pesah rather than the first. The Gemara asks: Is a 
woman obligated to observe the second Pesah? Wasn’t it taught in 
a baraita: I might have thought that only one who is impure due to 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse or one who was on a distant 
journey observe the second Pesah; with regard to zavim, male lepers, 
and those men who had sexual relations with menstruating women, 
from where is it derived that they may observe the second Pesah? The 
verse states: “If any man [ish ish] of you or of your generations shall 
be ritually impure due to a dead body or is on a journey far away, he 
shall still offer the Paschal lamb to the Lord” (Numbers 9:10). The 
word ish is doubled in order to include these other cases. Women are 
not included by the repetition of the word ish. 


The Gemara answers that this is not difficult: This first baraita, which 
includes women, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
that one may slaughter the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah for 
women, and that second baraita, which includes only men, is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, who 
hold that women do not have a full-fledged obligation to observe the 
second Pesah. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Akiva conforms to his standard line of reason- 
ing - mye) apy 12x: Where is it stated that Rabbi 
Akiva maintains that one may not slaughter a Paschal 
amb for a person who is ritually impure due to contact 
with a dead creeping animal? (Responsa of the Radbaz) 
points out that Rabbi Akiva is of the opinion that in the 
first year in the desert it was Mishael and Elzaphan who 
were ritually impure and unable to offer the Paschal lamb 
on the fourteenth of Nisan, and were therefore obligated 
o bring the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. They had 
become ritually impure because they had attended to 
adav and Avihu, the slain sons of Aaron (Leviticus 10:1-5). 
Nadav and Avihu were killed on the eighth day of 
inauguration of the Tabernacle (Leviticus 9:1). There is a 
dispute as to whether this was the eighth day after Moses 
began setting up the Tabernacle, which would be the 
first of Nisan, or the eighth day after the Tabernacle was 
inaugurated, which would be the eighth of Nisan. Radbaz 
suggests that Rabbi Akiva holds the latter opinion, and 
therefore if Mishael and Elzaphan became impure on the 
eighth of Nisan, they would have been impure for one 
week. At the end of the week, on the fourteenth, they 
could be sprinkled with the waters of the purification of- 
fering and then immerse on that day, and consequently 
be pure in time to eat the Paschal lamb at night. Their sta- 
tus after bringing their purification offering and immers- 
ing would be the same as that of someone who became 
ritually impure through contact with a dead creeping 
animal, i.e., they would become pure at nightfall. Since 
Moses told them that they were unable to observe the 
first Pesah and that they had to defer until the second 
Pesah, it may be inferred that similarly, one who is ritually 
impure at the time of the slaughtering of the Paschal 
lamb due to contact with a dead creeping animal is also 
not permitted to observe the first Pesah (Mitzpe Eitan). 


HALAKHA 
Who observe the second Pesah — wit ny pwipw: Any- 
one who is unable to sacrifice the Paschal lamb on the 
first Pesah for any reason does so on the second Pesah 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:1). 
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HALAKHA 


Karet for failing to observe both the first and second 
Pesah - 137 yy pox by Mp: If one forgets to observe 
he first Pesah or is unable to do so due to circumstances 
beyond his control, and he then intentionally refrains from 
observing the second Pesah, he is liable to receive karet. Fur- 
hermore, if one intentionally refrains from observing the first 
Pesah and then unwittingly fails to observe the second, he 
is liable to receive karet. Consequently, one is liable for both 
he first and second Pesah, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The Rambam ruled in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi despite the fact that both Rabbi Natan 
and Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya disagree with him, because 
hey also disagree with each other. Therefore, the general 
principle that the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in 
his disputes with an individual Sage is applicable (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2). 


One who becomes obligated in the month between the 
first and second Pesah - m»nbd 2 pa 39M voy Om: A child 
who comes of age or a gentile who converts between the 
first and second Pesah is obligated to observe the second 
Pesah. However, a child who comes of age is exempt from 
the second Pesah if an adult slaughtered the Paschal lamb 
on the first Pesah with the intent to include him (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:7). 


NOTES §=—H¥ 
Redress or repair - ppn ix pawn: Rabbi Natan views 
the second Pesah as a redress, or substitute, for the first. The 
obligation to bring the second Pesah is contingent on one's 
status at the time that the first Pesah is observed. One who 
was obligated to bring the offering on the first Pesah but was 
unable to do so is deferred to the second Pesah. Likewise, 
one such as a minor, who was not obligated to sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, or one who intentionally 
refrained from offering the first offering need not or cannot 
compensate for it on the second Pesah. Conversely, Rabbi 
Hananya ben Akavya views the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb 
on the second Pesah as rectifying the fact that the person 
did not sacrifice the offering on first Pesah, and therefore it 
serves as a replacement. According to this opinion, the two 
offerings can be viewed as one unit. Indeed, in practice it 
is as though one can choose to participate in the Paschal 
lamb on first Pesah or on second Pesah; as long as a person 
sacrifices the Paschal lamb on one of the two days, he is 
exempt from punishment. Nevertheless, one is obligated 
to observe the first Pesah ab initio. 


Ki, meaning if - »* wd 13: The Hebrew word ki appears 

numerous times in the Bible. The Gemara (Rosh HaShana 

3a) states that it has four different connotations: If, lest, but 
and because. For instance, in the verses: “If [ki] you shall go” 
(Numbers 10:32) and: “If [ki] you shall meet” (Exodus 23:4), 
he word ki means if. In the verse: “No, but [ki] you did laugh” 
(Genesis 18:15), ki is used to mean but. In the verse: “Lest [ki] 

you say in your hearts: These nations are more than l” (Deu- 
eronomy 7:17), ki means lest. Finally, in the verse: “Because 

ki] she was afraid” (Genesis 18:15), ki means because. 


Did not bring the offering of the Lord in its appointed 

season -= Yina IPA ben 127: The Rashash explains that 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi understands the word ki in this verse 

o mean “if.” There are places that the Hebrew word for “if” 
has the meaning of “or.” Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 

interprets the verse as stating that if one did not observe 

he first Pesah or did not observe the second Pesah, he is 

iable to be punished. 
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The Sages taught in the Tosefta: One is liable to receive karet for 
intentionally refraining from observing the first Pesah; similarly, 
one who could not observe the first Pesah is liable to receive karet 
if he intentionally refrained from observing the second Pesah." This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Natan says: One 
is liable to receive karet for intentionally refraining from observing 
the first Pesah; and one is exempt from karet for intentionally re- 
fraining from observing the second Pesah even if he unwittingly 
failed to observe the first Pesah, as the Torah does not specify a 
punishment of karet with regard to the second Pesah. Rabbi 
Hananya ben Akavya says: Even for intentionally failing to observe 
the first Pesah one is liable to receive karet only if he intentionally 
fails to observe the second Pesah. 


The Gemara adds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Natan fol- 
low their line of reasoning as demonstrated by another dispute 

between them, which is related to the dispute quoted above. As it 

was taught in a baraita: A convert who converted during the 

month between the offering of the two Paschal lambs on the first 
and second Pesah, and similarly, a minor who grew up and became 

obligated in mitzvot during the month between the offering of the 

two Paschal lambs, is obligated to observe the second Pesah;" this 

is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Natan says: Who- 
ever needs to observe the first Pesah needs to observe the second; 

whoever does not need to observe the first Pesah, e.g., one who is 

a minor or is not yet Jewish, does not need to observe the second 

Pesah either. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what do they disagree? Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the second Pesah is its own Festival, 
and anyone who did not participate in the first Pesah is obligated to 
participate in the second even if he was not fit to bring the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah. 


Conversely, Rabbi Natan holds that the second Pesah is merely a 
redress for the first Pesah, such that if one was obligated to bring 
the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah and did not, he may do so on the 
second Pesah; however, it does not repair the failure to bring the 
Paschal lamb on the first Pesah. Therefore, one who intentionally 
refrained from bringing the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah is liable 
to receive karet even if he brought the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah. However, if one unwittingly failed to sacrifice the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah, he is not liable to receive karet even if he 
intentionally refrained from observing the second Pesah. 


And Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya held: The second Pesah repairs 
the failure to offer the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah. In other 
words, the Paschal lamb brought on the second Pesah is not an in- 
dependent obligation; rather, it allows a second chance to avoid the 
liability to receive karet. 


And all three of them expounded the same verse to derive their 

opinions: “But the man who is ritually pure, and is not on a jour- 
ney, and refrains from offering the Paschal lamb, that soul shall be 

cut off from his people; because [ki] he did not bring the offering 

of the Lord in its appointed season, that man shall bear his sin” 
(Numbers 9:13). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the verse should 

be understood as follows: The phrase: “And refrains from offering 

the Paschal lamb, that soul shall be cut off,’ means that he did not 

participate in the offering on the first Pesah. In the continuation of 
the verse, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi understands the word ki to mean: 

If, as the word ki has various meanings, one of which is: If." There- 
fore, the verse can be interpreted in the following manner: Ifhe also 

“did not bring the offering of the Lord in its appointed season,” 

with regard to the second Pesah, “that man shall bear his sin.” 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we know that this phrase: 
Shall bear his sin, refers to karet and not to some other punish- 
ment? 
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He holds that with regard to the case of the blasphemer mentioned 
in the verse: “That person blasphemes the Lord and that soul shall 
be cut off [karet] from among his people” (Numbers 15:30), this 
is identical to the case of one who blesses the name of God, a eu- 
phemism for cursing God’s name. And it is written with regard to 
one who blesses the name of God: “Whoever curses his God shall 
bear his sin” (Leviticus 24:15). Therefore, the punishment of karet 
applies to a sin about which the Torah states: Shall bear his sin. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi learned the meaning of this phrase: 

“And he shall bear his sin,” stated here, with regard to one who did 
not sacrifice the Paschal lamb, by way of a verbal analogy from the 
phrase: “Shall bear his sin” stated there, with regard to the blas- 
phemer. Just as later, with regard to the blasphemer, it is referring 
to the punishment of karet, so too here, with regard to the Paschal 
lamb, it is referring to the punishment of karet. This concludes the 
Gemara’s explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


And Rabbi Natan holds that the verse should be understood dif- 
ferently. In the verse: “And refrains from offering the Paschal lamb, 
that soul shall be cut off from his people; because [ki] he did not 
bring the offering of the Lord in its appointed season” (Numbers 
9:13), this word ki has the meaning of: Because. And this is what 
the Torah is saying: “Because he did not bring the offering of the 
Lord in its appointed season,” referring to participating in the 
Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, he is liable to receive karet. 


The Gemara asks: If so, that part of the verse which says: He shall 
bear his sin, what does Rabbi Natan do with it? The Gemara an- 
swers: Rabbi Natan holds that the case of the blasphemer is not 
identical with the case of one who blesses the name of God; blas- 
phemy refers instead to one who sings praises to false gods. Thus, 
the Torah does not specify the punishment of one who curses God. 
He learned the meaning of that phrase “his sin,’ there, with regard 
to one who curses God, by way ofa verbal analogy from this phrase 
“his sin” here, in the case of one who did not offer the Paschal lamb. 
Just as here, with regard to the Paschal lamb, the punishment is 
karet, so too there, with regard to one who curses God, the phrase: 
He shall bear his sin, is a reference to the punishment of karet. 


And Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya holds that the word ki in the verse 
should be rendered: If, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi interpreted it, but 
the verse should be understood as follows: “And refrained from 
participating in the offering of the Paschal lamb, that soul shall be 
cut off from his people ifhe did not bring the offering of the Lord 
in its appointed season,” which is on the second Pesah. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to that phrase: “He shall bear 
his sin,” what does Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya do with it? The 
Gemara answers: He uses it in the same way as Rabbi Natan, as we 
said above, to derive the punishment for one who curses God. 


Therefore, if one intentionally refrained from offering the Paschal 
lamb on both the first and second Pesah, all agree that he is liable 
to receive karet. If one unwittingly forgot on both the first and 
second Pesah, all agree that he is exempt from karet.” 


If one intentionally refrained from offering the Paschal lamb on 
the first Pesah and unwittingly forgot on the second," according 
to the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Natan he is 
liable to receive karet, because he intentionally refrained from of- 
fering the sacrifice on the first Pesah and did not rectify his mistake 
on the second Pesah; however, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Hananya ben Akavya he is exempt, because he holds that one is 
liable only ifhe intentionally refrained both times from offering the 
Paschal lamb. 


HALAKHA 
One who intentionally or unwittingly failed to observe 
both the first and second Pesah - o7pawa aw ix y: If one 
intentionally refrains from sacrificing the Paschal lamb on 
both the first and second Pesah, he is liable to receive karet. 
If one errs on both opportunities, he is not liable (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2). 


If one intentionally refrained from offering the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah and unwittingly forgot on the 
second — 36 3371 piwa MM: If one intentionally refrains 
from observing the first Pesah and forgets to observe the 
second, he is liable to receive karet, in accordance with the 
opinions of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Natan (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:2). 
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If one unwittingly forgot on the first Pesah and intention- 
ally refrained from bringing the offering on the second 
Pesah — 2wa MT PRII W: If one forgets to observe the 
first Pesah and then intentionally refrains from observing the 
second Pesah, he is liable to receive karet. The Rambam ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
despite the fact that both Rabbi Natan and Rabbi Hananya 
disagreed with him. Since in this case they disagreed with 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi for different reasons, they do not com- 
bine to outnumber him (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 5:2). 


A distant journey — 771m 7717: The definition of a one who 
is on distant journey with regard to the first Pesah is one 
who is at a distance of at least fifteen mil from Jerusalem at 
sunrise on Passover eve. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, which is generally accepted over 
that of another single disputant (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:8). 


DP DT ab ‘war: In the standard 
version of the Gemara text, this reads: Rabbi Yosei said to him. 
In several versions, the words: To him, are deleted. The reason 
is that the phrase: He said to him, typically introduces a 
challenge. In this case, Rabbi Yosei agrees with Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rabbi Yosei said to him- 


Therefore the word is dotted — 113 a): Dots appear 
in several places in the Torah, either over an entire word or 
over certain letters within a word. It is generally explained 
hat the dots limit the meaning of the word or the letters. In 
he Jerusalem Talmud the following distinction is made: In 
situations where most letters of a word have dots over them, 
hose letters are considered primary and it is as though the 
other letters are erased; however, in instances where most 
etters do not have dots over them, itis as though the dotted 
etters are erased. 


Dotted over the letter heh in the word distant [rehoka] - 
aby spa: Inthe Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that due to 
he dot, the word should be read as rahok, in the masculine 
orm, rather than rehoka, in the feminine form. This hints that 
it does not refer to the word journey, which is feminine in 
Hebrew, but to the person, which is masculine in Hebrew. 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura notes that the letter heh has a nu- 
merical value of five. This hints that someone who is five 
cubits away from the threshold of the Temple courtyard is 
considered to be distant. Some commentaries explain that 
these five cubits are the thickness of the walls and gates of 
the courtyard (Rashash). 
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If one unwittingly forgot on the first Pesah and intentionally re- 
frained from bringing the offering on the second Pesah," according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi he is liable, because Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi considers the second Pesah an independent 
Festival that is mandatory for all those who did not offer the Pas- 
chal lamb on the first Pesah. According to the opinions of Rabbi 
Natan and Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya, who hold that the second 
Pesah is a chance to redress the sin of the first Pesah, since he did 
not intentionally fail to offer the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, he 
is exempt from the punishment of karet even if he intentionally 
failed to offer the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


MI S H N A What is the definition of a distant journey” 


that exempts one from observing the first 
Pesah? Anywhere from the city of Modi’im and beyond, and from 
anywhere located an equal distance from Jerusalem and beyond 
in every direction;' this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi 
Eliezer says: From the threshold of the Temple courtyard and 
beyond is considered a distant journey; therefore, anyone located 
outside the courtyard at the time that the Paschal lamb is slaugh- 
tered is exempt from observing the first Pesah. Rabbi Yosei said 
to him:" Therefore, the word is dotted" over the letter heh in the 
word “distant [rehoka]”"® to say that the meaning of the word 
should be qualified: It should be understood that it is not because 
he is really distant; rather, it includes anyone located from the 
threshold of the Temple courtyard’ and beyond. 


The distance to the city of Modi’im in every direction - n23 
nn bab Dyin: This map illustrates the areas included within 
a radius of the distance from Jerusalem to Modi’im. Typically 
identified with Modi'im, Midi'im is also mentioned in tractate 
Hagiga 3:5 as the farthest point from Jerusalem where one 
may still accept the word of a potter regarding the purity his 
wares. It appears that Modi’im is the outermost point that is still 
considered to be within the range of the Temple. 


Map showing the distances of various cities from Jerusalem 


Dotted over the letter heh in the word distant [rehoka] - 133 
by: The i image shows the dot over the letter heh in the word 
rehoka, from the book of Numbers 9:10. 
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Example of a dot over a letter in the Torah, the heh of rehoka, from Numbers 9:10 


The threshold [iskupa] of the Temple courtyard — naiporxa 
mw: According to Rabbi Eliezer, the iskupais the point beyond 
which is considered a “distant journey.’ 


Threshold of the Temple courtyard 
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G E M ARA Ulla said: The distance from the city of 


Modi’im to Jerusalem is fifteen mil. 
He held like this following opinion that Rabba bar bar Hana 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: How far can an average person 
walk on an average day? One can walk ten parasangs 
[parsaot],'" which are forty mil. This is divided in the following 
way: From dawn until sunrise one can walk a distance of five 
mil, and from sunset until the emergence of the stars one can 
walk another five mil. There are thirty mil remaining that one 
can walk in a day: Fifteen from the morning until midday, and 
fifteen from midday until evening. 


The Gemara explains that Ulla conforms to his standard line of 
reasoning below, as Ulla said: What is the definition of a dis- 
tant journey?" It is any distance from which one is unable to 
reach Jerusalem and enter the Temple by the earliest time of 
the slaughter of the Paschal lamb. The obligation to slaughter 
the Paschal lamb begins at noon; therefore, if one is a distance 
of fifteen mil from the Temple in the morning, he will not be 
able to arrive there before the time that the offering may be 
slaughtered. 


The Gemara addresses the previously mentioned discussion: 
The Master said that from dawn until sunrise one can walk a 
distance of five mil. From where do we derive this? As it is 
written: “And when the morning arose, the angels hastened 
Lot, saying: Arise, take your wife and your two daughters that 
are here, lest you be swept away in the iniquity of the city” (Gen- 
esis 19:15 ), and it is written: “The sun was risen upon the earth 
when Lot came to Zoar” (Genesis 19:23). Therefore, the dis- 
tance between Sodom and Zoar is the distance one can walk 
between dawn and sunrise, and Rabbi Hanina said: I myself 
saw that place, and it is a distance of five mil. This serves as a 
biblical proof that one can walk five mil between dawn and 
sunrise. 


The Gemara discusses the matter of the above statement itself. 
Ulla said: What is the definition of a distant journey; any 
journey of a distance from which one is unable to reach Jerusa- 
lem and enter the Temple by the earliest time of the slaughter 
of the Paschal lamb. And Rav Yehuda said: Any journey of a 
distance from which one is unable to reach Jerusalem, where 
the Paschal lamb is eaten, and enter during the time of the 
eating, the following night. 


Rabba said to Ulla: According to your opinion it is difficult, 
and according to Rav Yehuda’s opinion it is difficult. According 
to your opinion it is difficult, as you said that any journey ofa 
distance from which one is unable to reach Jerusalem and enter 
the Temple courtyard by the time of the slaughter of the Pas- 
chal lamb is considered a distant journey. Yet with regard to one 
who is ritually impure due to contact with a dead creeping 
animal, who is unable to enter the Temple courtyard at the 
time of the slaughter due to his impurity, you said: One may 
slaughter the Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood on behalf of 
one who is ritually impure due to contact with a dead creeping 
animal, even though he will only become pure after nightfall, 
when the Paschal lamb is eaten. 


And according to Rav Yehuda’s opinion it is difficult, as he said 
that any journey of a distance from which one is unable to 
enter Jerusalem during the time of the eating is considered a 
distant journey; yet with regard to one who is ritually impure 
due to contact with a dead creeping animal, who is able to 
enter Jerusalem and participate in consuming the offering at the 
time of the eating, he said the opposite: One may not slaugh- 
ter the Paschal lamb and sprinkle its blood on behalf of one 
who is ritually impure due to contact with a dead creeping 
animal, even though he will be able to immerse and become 
ritually pure by nightfall, when the offering is to be eaten. 


Mil - bm: From the Greek piov, milyon, or the Latin mil- 
lium, indicating a distance of one thousand double steps. 


Parasangs [parsaot] - nip: From early Iranian lan- 


guages, farsang, probably via the Greek napaoayyngs, 
parasangeés, which is a unit of measurement. In the Talmud, 
one parasang [parsa] is equal to four mil. 


Mil- ma: Although ancient measurements of distance were 
approximate since they relied on subjective elements such 
as footsteps, the Romans attempted to standardize these 
measurements by erecting milestones, also known as mile 
markers, at set distances apart from each other. Many such 
ancient stones can still be found throughout Israel and other 
parts of the world. 


Roman milestone found on the road between Acre and Antioch. The name 
Caesar is visible on the second line 


Parasang - 70%: One parasang is edial to four mil. This 
equals 3.86 kmi (2, 4 miles) according to Rav Hayyim Na'e, and 
4.63 km (2.88 miles) according to the Hazon Ish. 


A distant journey - "pin 71: There are two schools of 
thought in explaining this passage. Rashi and others explain 
that whether or not a person is considered to be ona distant 
journey depends upon how far he can travel from the earli- 
est time that the Paschal lamb may be slaughtered, which 
is midday, until the evening. Conversely, the Rambam and 
others explain that it depends upon the distance one can 
travel from sunrise until midday, when the offering may first 
be slaughtered. There are proofs for each interpretation in 
the continuation of the Gemara's discussion. 
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Perek IX 
Dafo4 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


What is a distant journey — Aina 377 wma: If one is within 
fifteen mil of Jerusalem on Passover eve but does not arrive in 
time to participate in the Paschal lamb due to pedestrian traf- 
fic or camels and carriages, he is not considered to have been 
on a distant journey. Rather, he is considered to have been 
unable to offer the sacrifice due to circumstances beyond his 
control (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:9). 


NOTES 


The liability of one who was not on a distant journey - an 
AINA gya mi Kow m: The Gemara addresses the liability 
of one who was not on a distant journey but was unable 
to arrive in time to offer the sacrifice due to unavoidable 
circumstances. However, a more fundamental question is 
whether or not the obligation applies to him at all. This is 
especially relevant according to the Rambam, who holds 
that one who was on a distant journey is not included in the 
obligation to observe the first Pesah. Therefore, even if he 
intentionally refrains from observing the second Pesah, he is 
exempt from punishment because the Torah itself exempted 
him from offering the Paschal lamb. This case is different than 
hat of one who was obligated to bring the offering but was 
prevented from doing so due to circumstances beyond his 
control. Although he certainly is not liable to receive karet 
or failing to offer the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, he is 
obligated to offer it, and he is liable if he intentionally refrains 
rom observing the second Pesah. 


The size of the world - obiya mn: It is unclear whether 
Rava's measurement is meant to be the length of the world, 
part of its circumference, or the distance the sun appears to 
ravel across the sky (see Rashi, Rashash, and commentaries 
on Ein Ya‘akov). 


Six thousand parasangs — »D19 1X xm: The geonim 
noted that talmudic discussions such as these are not part 
of the corpus of Torah law or theology that Jews must accept. 
Rather, these statements are based upon a certain concep- 
tion of the world, with regard to which there were differences 
of opinion among the Sages themselves. The geonim also 
asserted that because the Sages conceded that the sages of 
the nations of the world were correct in their description of 
the world, the model of the world presented in this context 
is irrelevant. However, it should be noted that according to 
some later commentators, the elements mentioned in this 
discussion are related to the spiritual or ethical realms rather 
than the physical world, as, according to them, the Sages 
did not differentiate between these realms. For this reason 
they defined the measurements of the Garden of Eden and 
Gehenna according to the terms of measurement of the 
physical world, despite the fact that they are part of a differ- 
ent dimension of reality (see Responsa Maharam Alshakar). 
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Ulla said to him: According to my opinion it is not difficult, and 

according to Rav Yehuda’s opinion it is not difficult. According to 

my opinion it is not difficult because I hold that the concept of a 

distant journey applies only to one who is ritually pure, and the 

principle of a distant journey does not apply to one who is ritu- 
ally impure. If one is ritually impure at the time of the slaughter, his 

obligation is immediately deferred to the second Pesah regardless of 
the fact that he will become ritually pure in time to eat the offering 

at nightfall. 


According to Rav Yehuda’s opinion it is also not difficult, because 

in his opinion the Torah itself deferred the obligation of one who 

is ritually impure through contact with a dead creeping animal 

to the second Pesah, as it is written: “If any man of you or of 
your generations shall be ritually impure due to a dead body” 
(Numbers 9:10). Are we not dealing even with a situation in which 

his seventh day of purification occurs on Passover eve, such that 

he can be ritually pure by nightfall and therefore he has the same 

status on that seventh day as one who became impure due to contact 

with a dead creeping animal? And nonetheless the Torah stated 

that his obligation shall be deferred. This teaches that anyone who 

is ritually impure at the time of the slaughtering has his obligation 

deferred to the second Pesah, even if he would be able to immerse 

and become pure in time to eat the offering on the first Pesah with 

the rest of the Jewish people. 


The Sages taught: If one was standing outside the city of Modi’im 
and was able to enter Jerusalem on horses or mules but not by 
walking, I might have thought he would be liable to receive karet 
for failing to come to Jerusalem and offer the Paschal lamb; there- 
fore, the verse states: “And is not on a journey” (Numbers 9:13). 
This person was on a distant journey and is therefore exempt." 


On the other hand, if one was standing closer to Jerusalem than 
Modi’im but was not able to enter due to the camels and car- 
riages that are carrying his family and delaying him, I might have 
thought he would not be liable for failing to offer the Paschal lamb 
because he is trying to enter; therefore, the verse states: “And was 
not on a journey,’ and this person was not on a distant journey 
and is therefore liable." This person could have dismounted and 
come to Jerusalem on foot, but he wanted to bring his family with 
him in a carriage and was consequently delayed. One's liability is 
determined based on his distance from Jerusalem. 


The discussion above pertaining to the distance that an average 
person can walk in a day is based on the assumption that he walks 
five mil between dawn and sunrise. The Gemara brings support for 
this assumption. Rava said: The size of the world" is six thousand 
parasangs," and the thickness of the firmament? is one thousand 
parasangs. One of these measurements with regard to the size of 
the world is a tradition, and one of the measurements is based upon 
Rava’s own reasoning. 


BACKGROUND 


The thickness of the firmament — x17 x2: According 
to the Gemara’s description, the firmament is a kind of dome. 
Over the course of the day the sun travels below the firma- 
ment, from the east, point A in the illustration, to the west, 
point B. During the twilight hours the sun passes through the 
firmament via openings, and it is not directly visible in the 
morning until it finishes passing through. The thickness of the 
firmament, measured by comparing the duration of twilight 
to the amount of time it takes the sun to travel from point A to 
point B, is marked by the arrow. 


Illustration depicting the sun's daily path 
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The Gemara explains: Rava holds like that statement which Rab- 
ba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: How far can an 

average person walk in a day? One can walk ten parasangs, 
which are forty mil. This is explained: From dawn until sunrise 

one can walk a distance of five mil; from sunset until the emer- 
gence of the stars one can walk another five mil. Therefore, it is 

found that the thickness of the firmament is one-sixth of the 

distance that the sun travels during the day. Between sunrise and 

sunset, the sun travels a distance of six thousand parasangs during 

the amount of time an average person can walk thirty mil. During 

the dawn and twilight periods in the morning and evening, when 

the sun passes through the thickness of the firmament, an average 

person can walk five mil, which is one-sixth of the distance he can 

walk between sunrise and sunset. Consequently, during dawn and 

twilight the sun must also travel one-sixth of the distance it travels 

between sunrise and sunset, i.e., one thousand parasangs, which 

is the thickness of the firmament. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: Rab- 
bi Yehuda says: The thickness of the firmament is only one- 
tenth of the distance that the sun travels during the day. Know 
that this is true because how far can an average person walk ina 

day between dawn and the emergence of the stars? One can walk 
ten parasangs, which are forty mil, and from dawn until sunrise 

one can walk only four mil, which are one parasang. Therefore, it 

is found that the thickness of the firmament is only one-tenth 

of the distance that the sun travels during the day. This is a refuta- 
tion of the opinion of Rava. Similarly, it is a refutation of the 

opinion of Ulla, who holds that an average person can walk fifteen 

mil in half a day, whereas Rabbi Yehuda holds that the average 

person can walk sixteen mil in half a day. The Gemara concludes: 
It is indeed a conclusive refutation." 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this will be a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rabba bar bar Hana, citing Rabbi 
Yohanan, with regard to how far an average person can walk in a 
day. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan could have said to you: 
Iam speaking about the total distance that an average person can 
walk in an entire day, but I never specified the distance one can 
walk during different parts of the day. And it was the Sages Ulla 
and Rava who erred in interpreting my opinion by saying that one 
can walk five mil and not four during each intermediate period, 
because when they calculated five mil before sunrise and after 
sunset they included the distance walked by people who set out 
earlier in the morning, before dawn, and by those who continued 
walking after nightfall. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say it is a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, who proved from biblical verses 
that the distance from Sodom to Zoar is five mil. The angels and 
Lot walked that distance between dawn and sunrise, which im- 
plies that it is only four mil. The Gemara responds: No, that verse 
states: “The angels hastened Lot,” which indicates that they trav- 
eled very quickly. Therefore, hastened is different; because they 
hurried, they traveled five mil in the time one would normally walk 
four mil. 


Come and hear a challenge from a baraita to the previous opinion 
with regard to the size of the world: The size of Egypt was four 
hundred parasangs by four hundred parasangs, and Egypt is 
one-sixtieth of the size of Cush,’ and Cush is one-sixtieth of the 
world, and the world is one-sixtieth the size of the Garden of 
Eden, and the Garden of Eden is one-sixtieth of Eden, and Eden 
is one sixtieth of the size of Gehenna. Therefore, it is found that 
the entire world is like a pot cover, which is a small part of the 
total size of the pot, compared to Gehenna. In any event, based 
upon the sizes of Egypt and Cush, it is apparent that the entire 
world is larger than six thousand parasangs. This is indeed a con- 
clusive refutation. 


NOTES 


A conclusive refutation [teyuvta] — xmavn: This term is usu- 
ally used when the Gemara presents a conclusive refutation o 
an amoraic statement on the basis of a tannaitic source tha 
contradicts the statement of the amora. This is one of a number 
of expressions based on the Aramaic root tvb that have the con- 
notation of refutation. When an amora objects to the opinion o 
another amora, citing a tannaitic source, the expression used is 
eitivei, an objection, e.g., X raised an objection [eitivei] agains 
the opinion of Y. When an amora raises an objection agains 
an unattributed amoraic opinion, citing a tannaitic source, the 
expression employed is meitiv, he raised an objection. When 
the Gemara itself raises an objection citing a tannaitic source, 
the term is meitivei, meaning an objection was raised. When 
the refutation is conclusive, the expression teyuvta is often used, 
bringing the discussion to a close. 


BACKGROUND 
Cush and Egypt - w% wa: The illustration depicts a map 
of the world drawn during the mishnaic period, based on data 
provided by the geographer Ptolemy of Alexandria. This map 
shows the Egypt's size relative to Cush, a name which referred 
to a large part of the African continent in ancient times. 


Ancient map of Egypt and Cush 
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School of Eliyahu — my va: In many places in the Talmud 
and the midrash, Elijah the Prophet appears to people, espe- 
cially to Sages, and resolves their dilemmas. As it is stated in 
the Prophets (I Kings 2:1), Elijah did not die, and he continues 
to serve as an emissary of God. On the one hand, he is the 
angel of the covenant. On the other hand, he is a person who 
alleviates problems in the world. 

The midrash named Janna Devei Eliyahu or Seder Eliyahu 
Rabba and Seder Eliyahu Zuta is an independent entity. It is 
said in the Talmud (Ketubot noa) that Elijah revealed halakha 
and aggada in these books to Rav Anan. 

However, there are those who believe that Janna Devei 
Fliyahu and the school of Eliyahu are not references to Elijah 
the Prophet; rather, they are named for one of the tannaim 
who lived during the Second Temple period (Sefer Beer Sheva). 
One could possibly draw the same conclusion from one of 
the variant readings in the Rambam. According to that opinion, 
Tanna Devei Eliyahu, especially those sections where Eliyahu 
tells of his work and conversations with others, are merely 
statements of that tanna. 


Ursa Major and Scorpio - 31731 may: This map presents a view 
of the night sky from the latitude of Jerusalem in July. Only a few 
stars are marked. The Ursa constellations, which include Ursa 
Minor and Ursa Major, are always in the north. The North Star, 
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BACKGROUND 


Come and hear another challenge: One of the Sages of the school 

of Eliyahu’ taught that Rabbi Natan says: The entire settlement, 
the area of the world that is inhabited, sits under one star. Know 
that this is correct because when a person focuses his eye on one 

star, he can travel east as far as he wishes within the settled part of 
the world and the star remains opposite him in the same place, and 

he can travel in the four directions of the world and the star re- 
mains in place opposite him. By inference, the entire settlement 

of the world rests under one star; and since so many stars are vis- 
ible and each one covers an area of the world comparable in size to 

the entire settled portion of the world, it must be that the world is 

larger than six thousand parasangs. The Gemara comments that this 

is indeed a conclusive refutation of Rava’s opinion. 


Come and hear another challenge from another baraita, which 
teaches that the constellation Ursa Major is in the north and the 
constellation Scorpio is in the south, and the entire settlement 
sits between Ursa Major and Scorpio,’ as the relative positions of 
these two constellations appear to be the same from any location in 
the settled areas of the world. The ratio of the entire settlement to 
the world as a whole is comparable to only one hour in a day, as 
the sun enters the sky above the settlement for only one hour a 
day while the rest of the day it is outside the settlement.’ 


Know that this is correct because at five hours into the day the 
sun is still in the east, and at seven hours the sun is in the west. 
During the second half of the sixth hour and the first half of the 
seventh hour the sun is positioned on top of everyone, as it is in 
the middle of the sky in every inhabited area during this time. Ap- 
parently, the sun travels over the inhabited parts of the world in a 
single hour while the rest of the day it travels over the uninhabited 
parts. Therefore, the entire settled portion of the world is equal to 
one-twelfth of the world. It was established that the settled part of 
the world itself is several parasangs, so the entire world must be 
larger than six thousand parasangs. This also serves as a conclusive 
refutation of Rava’s opinion. 


Come and hear another challenge, as Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
said: What response did the Divine Voice answer to that wicked 
man, Nebuchadnezzar, when he said: “I will ascend above the 
heights of the clouds; I will be like the Most High” (Isaiah 14:14)? 
A Divine Voice emerged and said to him: Wicked man, son of a 
wicked man, 


which is at the edge of Ursa Minor, marks the direction of true 
north, with only a slight deviation. The constellation Scorpio is 
visible during only some months of the year, generally in the 
summer. When it is visible, it appears in the south, although not 
always at the same coordinates. 


Map of the night sky marking Ursa Major, Ursa Minor, the North Star, and Scorpio 


The sun over the settlement - awa man: The word settle- 
ment refers to the parts of the world fit for human habitation, 


which excludes lands to the far north or south. Most students 
of science in ancient times believed that the inhabited areas 
of the world ended near the equator. The angle of the sun at 
midday depends upon the latitude of each particular location, 
and since this angle is quite small in almost every place that 
was inhabited at that time, there was a basis for Rabbi Natan’s 
conclusion that the entire inhabited area of the world was equal 
to one-twelfth of half the world’s circumference. 

The diagram depicts Rabbi Natan’s opinion regarding in- 
habited and uninhabited areas of the world, and the sun's path 
through them. 


The sun's path through the areas of the world, according to Rabbi Natan 
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the disciple in corruption of Nimrod the wicked, who caused the 
entire world to rebel" against Me during his reign by advising the 
generation of the dispersion to build a tower in order to fight the 
Hosts of Heaven, how many are the years of a person altogether? 
Seventy years, and if he is with strength, eighty years, as it is 
stated: “The days of our years are seventy years and with strength 
eighty years” (Psalms 90:10). 


In contrast, from the earth to the first firmament of seven (see 
Hagiga 12b) is a walking distance of five hundred years, and the 
thickness of the firmament is a walking distance of five hundred 
years, which is equal to approximately 1.8 million parasangs, and 
between each firmament is another walking distance of five hun- 
dred years, and so too between each and every firmament. There- 
fore, how can you, Nebuchadnezzar, hope to reach the heavens in 
your lifetime, such that you say: “I will be like the Most High”? 
Rather, as the verse continues: “Yet you shall be brought down to 
the netherworld, to the uttermost parts of the pit” (Isaiah 14:15). 
In any event, this is a conclusive refutation of Rava’s opinion that 
the thickness of the firmament is only one thousand parasangs. 


In a discussion related to the structure of the natural world, the 
Sages taught: The Jewish Sages say the celestial sphere of the 
zodiac is stationary, and the constellations revolve in their place 
within the sphere; and the sages of the nations of the world say 
the entire celestial sphere revolves, and the constellations are 
stationary within the sphere." Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: A refu- 
tation of their words that the entire sphere moves can be derived 
from the fact that we have never found the constellation of Ursa 
Major in the South or Scorpio in the North. This indicates that it 
is the stars themselves that revolve in place and not the celestial 
sphere as a whole, because otherwise it would be impossible for 
Ursa Major to remain in the North and Scorpio to remain in the 
South. 


Rav Aha bar Yaakov strongly objects to this proof: And perhaps 
the stars are stationary within the sphere like the steel socket of a 
mill, which remains stationary while the stones of the mill revolve 
around it. Alternatively, perhaps they are stationary like the pivot 
of a door, which remains stationary while the door makes wide 
turns around it; similarly, perhaps the constellations are stationary 
within a sphere, and there is an outer sphere within which the sun 
revolves around all the constellations. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s statement is not necessarily true. 


The celestial sphere and constellations — nihin Dba: This 
dispute concerning the movement of the stars was not fully 
explained in the Talmud or in the works of the early commenta- 
tors, most of whom accepted the opinions of the gentile sages. 

It appears that the Jewish Sages maintained that there is a 
celestial sphere to which the constellations are attached. This 
sphere remains stationary, while the constellations, including 
the sun, change their position from time to time. 

On the other hand, the gentile sages believed that constel- 
lations are attached to various celestial spheres, and each entire 


sphere revolves with its constellation. 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


Who caused the entire world to rebel — bs Dx PIT 
bia oiy: Rashi explains that Nimrod was the leader of 
those who built the Tower of Babel. In his commentary on 
Genesis, Rashi explains the verse: “And Nimrod. ..was a war- 
rior, a hunter before the Lord” (Genesis 10:8-9) to mean that 
he would hunt people's minds, so to speak, and turn them 
away from the service of God. 


The movement of the celestial sphere — babar sham: It 
appears that there was no consensus among the Jewish 
Sages themselves. The Maharsha notes that Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya apparently agreed with the opinion citing 
the gentile sages. A midrash states: We do not know if they 
float in the air, if they slide over the surface of the firmament, 
or if they move along their own paths (see also Rabbeinu 


Hananel). 


Le Land on | 
Wert East 
Nighttime 
Above: Movement of heavenly bodies according to the gentile sages 
Left: Movement of heavenly bodies according to the Jewish Sages 
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BACKGROUND 
The sun during the day and the night - mym Da man: 
The illustrations show the movement of the sun during the 
day and night in the opinion of the Jewish Sages. According 
to this opinion, the firmament is opaque, and light cannot 
pass through it. 


5; Finmamendt 
| f p a ae i jl 
[ Ena Land | 
West East 
Daytime 


Movement of the sun during the day according to the Jewish Sages 


Land a| | 


Nighttime 


Movement of the sun at night according to the Jewish Sages 
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The Gemara presents a similar dispute: The Jewish Sages say 
that during the day the sun travels beneath the firmament and 
is therefore visible, and at night it travels above the firmament.” 
And the sages of the nations of the world say that during the 
day the sun travels beneath the firmament, and at night it 
travels beneath the earth and around to the other side of the 
world. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: And the statement of the 
sages of the nations of the world appears to be more accurate 
than our statement. A proof to this is that during the day, 
springs that originate deep in the ground are cold, and during 
the night they are hot compared to the air temperature, which 
supports the theory that these springs are warmed by the sun as 
it travels beneath the earth. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Natan says: During the 
summer the sun travels high in the sky, above the earth, and 
therefore the entire world is hot, and springs that originate 
deep in the ground are cold. On the other hand, during the 
winter the sun travels lowin the sky, over the edges of the earth. 
Therefore, the entire world is cold, but springs are hot relative 
to the air temperature. 


The Sages taught: The sun travels in four paths during the four 
seasons of the year, and each causes a unique weather pattern: 
During the months of Nisan, Iyyar, and Sivan, the sun travels 
over the mountains in order to melt the snows that collected 
during the winter. During Tammuz, Av, and Elul, it travels over 
the areas of the settlement in order to ripen the produce. Dur- 
ing Tishrei, Marheshvan, and Kislev, it travels over the seas 
in order to dry the rivers, as the rivers flow more gently during 
that time of year and the water turns into rain clouds. During 
Tevet, Shevat, and Adar, it travels over the desert in order to 
not dry the seeds that were planted in the inhabited areas of 
settlement, which begin to sprout during this time. 


It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: Anyone 
located from the threshold of the Temple courtyard" and be- 
yond is considered to be on a distant journey. The Gemara ob- 
jects: And even though he is able to enter the courtyard, we 
do not say to him: Get up and enter; rather, we rely on the fact 
that at the critical moment he is outside the courtyard. But 
wasn't it taught in a baraita: An adult uncircumcised Jew who 
did not circumcise himself" will be punished with karet for 
being unable to eat the Paschal lamb on Passover; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Apparently, Rabbi Eliezer himself 
requires one to take action and circumcise himself so that the 
obligation to bring the Paschal lamb will apply to him. If one 
does not do so, he is considered to have intentionally refrained 
from eating the Paschal lamb and will receive karet. This baraita 
in which Rabbi Eliezer requires a person to be proactive seems 
to contradict the mishna in which Rabbi Eliezer permits a per- 
son to remain passive. 


From the threshold of the courtyard - 71wa nsiporn: 
According to Rabbi Eliezer, the practical application of the 
halakha of one on a distant journey is that the obligation to 
offer the Paschal lamb applies only to those located in the 
Temple courtyard at the proper time. Anyone who is not in the 
courtyard does not have an absolute obligation to sacrifice the 


Paschal lamb, even if he is near the Temple. 


The author of the Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya and other com- 
mentaries have expressed their astonishment that according 
to Rabbi Eliezer, a person who is ritually impure or uncircum- 
cised is liable for not making himself fit to sacrifice the Paschal 


NOTES 


amb, but if he were to become pure or circumcise himself 
and remain outside the Temple courtyard, he would not be 
obligated to bring the offering. Apparently, according to Rab- 
bi Eliezer, the main obligation is that a person must prepare 
imself to be fit to offer the Paschal lamb; it is assumed that 
whoever is fit will actually participate in the offering. Accord- 
ing to this opinion, the punishment of karet for failing to offer 
he Paschal lamb is in order to encourage those who are 
presently ritually impure to purify themselves, and is not 
directed at those who are ritually pure but outside the Temple 
courtyard. 


An uncircumcised Jew who did not circumcise himself - 


HALAKHA 


m one who intentionally refrained from observing the first Pesah. 


ba Kow bay: An uncircumcised man who does not become Therefore, if he does not observe the second Pesah, he is liable to 


circumcised i in time to offer the Paschal lamb is considered as 


receive karet (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 5:4). 
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Abaye said: The exemption from the observing the first Pesah 
granted to one on a distant journey was stated only for one who 
is ritually pure, and there is no exemption of a distant journey 
for one who is ritually impure or is unfit to offer the Paschal lamb 
for any other reason. One who is unfit to offer the sacrifice must 
take action to enable him to fulfill his obligation, and he is not in- 
cluded in the exemption of being on a distant journey. Conversely, 
the exemption does apply to people who are inherently fit to offer 
the sacrifice, and who are therefore not liable to karet if they do not 
enter the courtyard. There is no need to warn them to offer the 
Paschal lamb. 


Rava said: It is a dispute between tanna’im as to Rabbi Eliezer’s 
true opinion, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The exemption of a distant journey is stated with regard to the 
Paschal lamb, and the exemption of a distant journey is stated 
with regard to the second tithe, as the verse states: “And if the way 
be too long for you, so that you are not able to carry it because the 
place is too far from you, which the Lord your God shall choose to 
set His name there” (Deuteronomy 14:24). Just as later in the 
Torah, with regard to the second tithe, the exemption applies only 
to someone located outside the area where it may be eaten, as the 
second tithe may be eaten only in Jerusalem, so too here, with re- 
gard to the Paschal lamb, the exemption ofa distant journey applies 
only to one located outside the place in which it may be eaten, 
which is the entire city of Jerusalem. According to this opinion, 
anyone located in Jerusalem is included in the obligation to offer 
the Paschal lamb. 


However, Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Yehuda says, citing Rabbi 
Eliezer: The exemption of a distant journey applies to anyone lo- 
cated outside the area where the offering of the Paschal lamb may 
be performed, which is the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 
Rabbi Yitzhak bar Rav Yosef said: In determining whether the 
majority of the community is ritually pure or ritually impure, fol- 
low the majority of those standing in the courtyard," and do not 
take into consideration people who are in Jerusalem but have not 
come to the courtyard. In accordance with whose opinion is it? It 
is in accordance with the opinion that Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi 
Yehuda said, citing Rabbi Eliezer, which is as follows: Circum- 
stances that can change the details of one’s obligation to offer the 
Paschal lamb, such as whether one is in a state of ritual impurity or 
whether he is on a distant journey, are determined based on wheth- 
er or not one is within the Temple courtyard at the time of the 
slaughter. 


It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei said to him: There- 
fore, there is a dot over the letter heh. It was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: If the verse had said simply: “A distant 
journey,” One would conclude from it that it means the distance 
of at least a two- or three-day walk. However, when it says later: 
But the man who is ritually pure and is not on a journey” (Num- 
bers 9:13) and does not specify a distant journey, it teaches that 
from the threshold of the courtyard and beyond is called a jour- 
ney, and the exemption is not limited to one on a distant journey 
as the first verse seemed to imply. 


HALAKHA 


The majority of those standing in the courtyard - aì] those who are standing outside the courtyard ready to enter. 
mwa paniy: How is the calculation made to determine _ If most of them are ritually impure, the Paschal lamb is offered 


Tr 


if the ma jority of the population is ritually pure or impure in a state of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
with regard to the Paschal lamb? The calculation is based Korban Pesah 7:6). 
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NOTES 
What is the difference between the first Pesah and the 
second Pesah — 3) wx nds pama: Tosafot note that 
the mishna does not list all of the differences between 
the first Pesah and the second. Other commentaries have 
added that an additional difference is that no Festival 
peace-offering is sacrificed along with the Paschal lamb 
on the second Pesah, as is taught in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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HALAKHA 


The first and second Pesah - 3) wx Mba: There are a num- 
ber of differences between the first and second Pesah. On the 
first Pesah, it is prohibited to own leaven and the Paschal lamb 
may not be slaughtered while one is in possession of leaven; 
however, on the second Pesah, one may have both leaven and 
matza together in one’s house. Meat from the Paschal lamb 
on the first Pesah may not be taken outside the area of the 
group who share it or be eaten with another group, and there 
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MI S H N What is the difference between the Pas- 
chal lamb offered on the first Pesah and the 
Paschal lamb offered on the second Pesah?" On the first Pesah, at 
the time of slaughtering the Paschal lamb, it is prohibited to own 
leavened bread due to the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, and: 
It shall not be found. And on the second Pesah it is permissible for 
one to have both leavened bread and matza with him in the house. 
Another difference is that the Paschal lamb offered on the first Pesah 
requires the recitation of hallel as it is eaten and the second does 
not require the recitation of hallel as it is eaten. However, they are 
the same in that the Paschal lambs sacrificed on both the first and 
second Pesah require the recitation of hallel as they are prepared, 
i.e. as they are slaughtered, and they are both eaten roasted with 
matza and bitter herbs, and they override Shabbat in that they 
may be slaughtered and their blood sprinkled even on Shabbat." 


The Sages taught a halakhic midrash per- 
GEMARA ee r 


taining to the Paschal lamb offered on the 
second Pesah. The verse states with regard to the second Pesah: 
“They shall leave none of it to the morning, nor break a bone in it; 
according to all the entire statute of the Paschal lamb they shall 
offer it” (Numbers 9:12). The fact that the verse says “it” indicates 
that the verse is speaking of a mitzva applicable to the body of the 
Paschal lamb, meaning that halakhot pertaining to the actual Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah apply equally to the Paschal lamb on the 
second Pesah. 


The midrash continues: With regard to a mitzva related to the body 
of the Paschal lamb but not actually performed on the body of the 
offering, from where is it derived that it applies to the second Pesah 
as well? The verse states: “They shall eat it with matzot and bitter 
herbs” (Numbers 9:11). One might have thought that one must 
fulfill all mitzvot related to the first Pesah on the second Pesah, even 
mitzvot not at all related to the body of the Paschal lamb, such as 
the requirement to destroy all one’s leaven. Therefore, the Torah 
states: “And they shall not break a bone in it” (Numbers 9:12), 
which teaches that just as the prohibition of breaking a bone is 
notable among the mitzvot related to the Paschal lamb in that it is 
a mitzva applicable to the Paschal lamb itself, so too, any mitzva 
applicable to the Paschal lamb itself must be fulfilled on the second 
Pesah. However, other mitzvot pertaining to the first Pesah need not 
be fulfilled on the second Pesah. 


Isi ben Yehuda says: It is unnecessary to derive that halakha from 

the end of the verse quoted, as the phrase in the first half of the verse: 
“They shall perform it,” indicates that the verse is speaking only of 

mitzvot applicable to the body of the Paschal lamb itself. 


The Gemara clarifies the details of the baraita. The Master said: One 
might have thought that one must fulfill even a mitzva not at all 
related to the body of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. The 
Gemara expresses surprise: But you said that the verse is speaking 
only ofa mitzva applicable to the body of the Paschal lamb, so why 
would one think that unrelated mitzvot are also included? 


is a requirement to recite halle! while eating the sacrifice; in 
contrast, meat from the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah may 
be taken outside the area of the group who share it or be eaten 
with another group, and there is no requirement to recite halle! 
while eating it. In addition, a Festival peace-offering is brought 


with the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, but not on the second. 


Moreover, on the first Pesah the offering may be consumed in 
a state of ritual impurity if the majority of the community is 


ritually impure, but on the second Pesah the offering is neither 
sacrificed nor eaten in a state of ritual impurity. 

There are also a number of common elements between the 
first and second Pesah: the slaughter of the offering overrides 
Shabbat; one is obligated to recite hallel during the slaughter 
of the offering; and the offering must be roasted on a fire and 
eaten with matza and bitter herbs (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:15). 
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The Gemara explains that this is what the baraita is saying: 
Now that you said the additional halakha that they shall eat it 
with unleavened bread and bitter herbs, apparently the phrase: 
“They shall perform it,’ is not specific and does not limit the 
halakhot of the second Pesah to those applicable to the Paschal 
lamb itself, say that this verse is expounded according to the 
principle of a detail and a generalization," as it first said: “They 
shall eat it with unleavened bread and bitter herbs” and “They 
shall leave none of it to the morning,’ and then it stated a gener- 
alization: “According to all the statute of the Paschal lamb they 
shall perform it.” The principles of halakhic midrash state that in 
that case, the generalization adds to the detail and even includes 
everything, such that all the mitzvot of the first Pesah would 
apply equally to the second, including the removal of leaven. 
Therefore, the verse “They shall not break a bone in it” teaches 
us that mitzvot unrelated to the Paschal lamb do not apply to 
the second Pesah. 


The Gemara asks: What does Isi ben Yehuda do with the end 
of the verse: “And they shall not break a bone in it”? The Gemara 
answers: He needs it to teach that the prohibition of breaking 
a bone applies both to a bone that has marrow and to a bone 
that does not have marrow. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who expound differently than 
Isi ben Yehuda, what do they do with this phrase: “They shall 
perform it”? The Gemara answers: They need it to teach that 
one does not slaughter the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah on 
behalf of a single individual." Since the verse speaks of people 
performing the second Pesah in the plural, it is derived that as 
much as it is possible to search for more people" to join this 
individual in his Paschal lamb, we search for them, even if it means 
causing another individual to become ritually impure to prevent 
him from performing the first Pesah. 


The Sages taught in a different baraita: The verse states: “Accord- 


ing to the entire statute of the Paschal lamb they shall offer it” 


(Numbers 9:12). One might have thought that just as at the time 
of the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah it is prohib- 
ited to own leaven due to the prohibitions of: It shall not be seen, 
and: It shall not be found, so too, at the time of the sacrifice of 
the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah it is prohibited to own 
leaven due to the prohibitions of: It shall not be seen, and: It 
shall not be found. Therefore, the Torah states: “They shall eat 
it with matzot and bitter herbs” (Numbers 9:11), which indicates 
that the other mitzvot pertaining to the first Pesah do not apply 
on the second. 


The baraita continues: And from here I have derived only that 
positive mitzvot related to the first Pesah apply on the second 
Pesah; from where do I derive that the same is true of negative 
mitzvot? The verse states: “They shall leave none of it to the 
morning, nor break a bone in it” (Numbers 9:12). 


The baraita continues: And from this verse I have derived only 
that a negative mitzva whose violation can be rectified by the 
fulfillment of a positive mitzva" applies on the second Pesah, e.g., 
the prohibition of leaving over meat from the Paschal lamb until 
morning, which can be rectified by the positive mitzva of burning 
the leftovers; from where is it derived that the same is true of a 
full-fledged negative mitzva? The verse states: “They shall not 
break a bone in it.” It may be concluded from these examples that 
just as the detail, i.e., the specific mitzvot mentioned in these 
verses, is explicit and includes a positive mitzva, a prohibition 
whose violation can be rectified by the fulfillment of a positive 
mitzva, and a full-fledged negative mitzva; so too, every posi- 
tive mitzva, every prohibition whose violation can be rectified 
by the fulfillment of a positive mitzva, and every full-fledged 
negative mitzva is included." 


A detail and a generalization -z bs: The principle o 


NOTES 


o% 


generalization and a detail, and that of a detail and a gener- 
alization, are among the thirteen hermeneutical principles 


of Rabbi Yishmael 


used by the Sages to expound the Torah. 


The principle of a generalization and a detail posits that the 
generalization is limited to the detail that is mentioned after- 


ward. Indeed, the only reason the generalization is mentioned 
at all is to preclude the possibility of expanding the de 


ail 


using one of the other hermeneutical principles. In contrast, 


he principle of a 


detail and a generalization expands the 


detail to include anything included in the generalization. 
The detail is mentioned only to preclude the possibility of 
imiting the generalization in any other manner. Apparently, 
in this context the Gemara expounds the verses according 
o the principle of amplification and restriction, in which 
only certain, specific mitzvot are restricted from inclusion in 
he generalization. 


One does not slaughter the Paschal lamb on behalf of an 
individual — "m7 by ADSA NX poniw py: This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (see 91a) that a Paschal 
lamb slaughtered for an individual is valid. Even though there 
he seems to permit slaughtering for an individual even ab 
initio, this verse clarifies that ideally, every attempt should be 
made not to slaughter a Paschal lamb for a single individual. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, however, a Paschal lamb may 
never be slaughtered for an individual under any circum- 


stances. 


A negative mitzva whose violation can be rectified by 


the fulfillment of 


a positive mitzva - pI MWYA x myn 


my: The usual punishment of lashes is not administered 
to an individual who violates a prohibition that can be rec- 
tified by the fulfillment of a positive mitzva. For example, 


the prohibition: “You shall not take the dam with the young’ 


7 


(Deuteronomy 22:6) can be rectified by fulfilling the posi- 
tive mitzva: “You shall surely let the dam go” (Deuteronomy 


22:7). Only if the violation can never be rectified 


by fulfilling 


a positive mitzva will the usual punishment be administered. 


A prohibition that can be rectified by fulfilling a positive 
mitzva — ney prt wh: It seems strange that a prohibition 
that can be rectified by fulfilling a positive mitzva is more 


definitively included in the Gemara concerning 


he mitzvot 


that apply to the second Pesah than a full-fledged prohibi- 


tion. The answer to this difficulty is that since the basis for 
comparing the halakhot of the first Pesah and 
is the phrase: They shall perform it, which is formulated as a 
positive mitzva, it makes more sense that the halakhot of the 
positive mitzvot with regard to the firs 
the same. Therefore, the status of prohibitions that can 
rectified by fulfilling a positive mitzva is clearer than those of 
full-fledged negative mitzvot (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


he second 


and second Pesah are 
be 


HALAKHA 


As much as it is possible to search for more people - 723 
rire) wart: A Paschal lamb slaughtered for an individual 
is valid. However, every effort is made not to do so ab initio 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:2). 


Negative mitzvot with regard to the second Pesah - niyn 
yw noaa nwyn x: Negative mitzvot that apply to the Pas- 
chal lamb sacrificed on the first Pesah, such as the prohibi- 
tions against breaking a bone from the offering, eating it raw, 
or leaving its meat uneaten until morning, all apply to the 
Paschal lamb on the second Pesah (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:15). 
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Now that the generalization has been interpreted as referring to 
the specific examples mentioned earlier, what is included 
through the generalization of unleavened bread and bitter 
herbs? The Gemara answers: It comes to teach that the mitzva of 
roasting in fire applies to the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah 
as well as to the first. Given that unleavened bread and bitter herbs 
is also a qualifying detail, what does it exclude through its detail? 
It teaches that the mitzva of removal of leaven does not apply on 
the second Pesah. The Gemara asks: Perhaps I can reverse it and 
say that on the second Pesah one is not obligated to roast the of- 
fering by fire, but one is obligated to remove all leaven? The Ge- 
mara answers: A mitzva relating to the Paschal lamb itself is 
preferable, as it is more reasonable to assume that the first and 
second Pesah are comparable with regard to halakhot pertaining 
to the offering itself. 


The Gemara asks further: What is included through the gener- 
alization of: They shall leave none of it to the morning? The 
Gemara answers that it includes the prohibition of: You shall not 
remove any of its meat from one group to another, which is 
similar to it, as through this prohibition mentioned in the verse 
it is disqualified as leftovers, and through this prohibition of 
removing the meat of the offering it is disqualified as sacrificial 
meat that has left its permitted boundary. 


The Gemara asks further: What does it exclude through its de- 
tail? It excludes the prohibitions: It shall not be seen, and: It 
shall not be found, which are similar to it, as one who violates 

this prohibition of leaving over the meat of the offering until 

morning is not flogged because it is a prohibition whose viola- 
tion can be rectified by fulfilling a positive mitzva by burning the 

leftovers; and one who violates this prohibition of owning leaven 

is not flogged because it is a prohibition whose violation can be 

rectified by fulfilling a positive mitzva of burning the leaven. The 

Gemara asks: Perhaps I can reverse it and say that the generaliza- 
tion is meant to include removal of leaven and the detail excludes 

the prohibition of leaving over the meat of the offering? The Ge- 
mara answers: In a comparison of the first Pesah and the second, 
including a mitzva related to the Paschal lamb itselfis preferable 

to including one that does not relate to the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara continues to ask: Through the generalization: They 
shall not break a bone in it, 


what is it including, beyond what is mentioned explicitly in the 
verse? The Gemara answers that it includes the mitzva: “Do not 
eat from it raw” (Exodus 12:9). The Gemara asks: What does it 
exclude through its detail? The Gemara answers that it excludes 
the mitzva: “You shall not offer the blood of My sacrifice with 
leavened bread” (Exodus 34:25). The Gemara asks: Perhaps I can 
reverse it and say the opposite, that the prohibition against eating 
the offering raw is excluded, and the prohibition against owning 
leaven is included. The Gemara answers: Including a mitzva re- 
lated to the Paschal lamb itself is preferable to including one that 
does not relate as directly to the Paschal lamb. Therefore, the 
prohibition against eating the Paschal lamb raw is included, and 
the prohibition against slaughtering the Paschal lamb with leaven 
in one’s possession is excluded. 
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It was taught in the mishna that the Paschal lamb on the first 
Pesah requires the recitation of hallel as it is eaten, whereas on 
the second Pesah it does not. The Gemara asks: From where 
are these matters derived? Rabbi Yohanan said, citing Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yehotzadak, that the verse states: “You shall have 
a song" as in the night when a Festival is sanctified” (Isaiah 
30:29). From here it may be derived that a night sanctified as 
a Festival, on which labor is prohibited, such as the first night 
of Passover, requires the recitation of hallel; however, a night 
which is not sanctified as a Festival, such as the night when 
the Paschal lamb is eaten following the second Pesah, does not 
require the recitation of hallel. 


It was stated in the mishna that the Paschal lambs sacrificed on 
both the first and second Pesah require the recitation of hallel 
as they are prepared. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
hallel must be recited while one prepares the Paschal lamb on 
the second Pesah? The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that 
the verse quoted above: “As in the night when a festival is sanc- 
tified,” excludes laws that apply at night, but it does not ex- 
clude laws that apply by day; therefore, the recitation of hallel 
is required while slaughtering the Paschal lamb on the second 
Pesah just as it is required while slaughtering the Paschal lamb 
on the first Pesah. And if you wish, say that this halakha simply 
makes logical sense: Is it possible that the Jewish people are 
slaughtering their Paschal lambs or taking their lulavim on 
Sukkot and not reciting hallel?% It is inconceivable that they 
would not be reciting hallel and there is no need for an explicit 
biblical source for this halakha. 


It was also taught in the mishna that the Paschal lambs on both 
the first and second Pesah are eaten roasted and override Shab- 
bat. It may be inferred from this that with regard to Shabbat, 
yes, it is overridden by the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah, 
but with regard to ritual impurity, no, it is not overridden’ 
for the sake of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah." The 
Gemara points out that this understanding of the mishna is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it 
was taught in a baraita: The Paschal lamb on the second Pesah 
overrides Shabbat and does not override ritual impurity. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It overrides even ritual impurity. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the opinion of the 
first tanna? He holds that once this person was deferred from 
the first Pesah due to ritual impurity, shall he now return and 
perform the offering of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah 
in ritual impurity? And Rabbi Yehuda reasoned: The Torah 
sought to allow this person the opportunity to perform the 
offering of the Paschal lamb in ritual purity; if it ultimately 
becomes clear that he did not merit doing so, let him at least 
perform the offering of the second Pesah in a state of ritual 
impurity. 


The Sages taught in a different baraita: The offering of the Pas- 
chal lamb on the first Pesah overrides Shabbat, and similarly, 
the offering of the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah overrides 
Shabbat. The first Pesah overrides ritual impurity, and simi- 
larly, the second Pesah overrides ritual impurity. The first 
Pesah requires remaining until morning, meaning that it is 
prohibited for people who have participated in the Paschal 
lamb to return that night to their homes outside Jerusalem, and 
similarly, the second Pesah requires remaining until morning. 


HALAKHA 


What does the second Pesah override — 


yw nbs ANTM: Pesah. However, the second Pesah does not override the 


The slaughter and sacrificial services of the second Pesah —halakhot of ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


override the halakhot of Shabbat just as they do on the first 


Korban Pesah 10:15). 


NOTES 
You shall have a song - oa} map ww: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
it is noted that the verse is primarily addressing the joy related to 
the victory over Sennacherib. Nevertheless, the customs of the 
Festivals are derived from it as well. 


Is it E that the Jewish people are...not reciting hallel - 
tion nor hallel on Kall ‘the oe and it indicates that the practice 
of reciting halle! is of ancient origin. Some commentaries asked 
why this reasoning does not necessitate the recitation of hallel 
while eating the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. They answered 
that halle! is generally recited only during the day, which is why a 
special verse was necessary to obligate one to recite halle! while 
eating the Paschal lamb at night on the first Pesah. Since the 
second Pesah is not included in that source, hallel is not recited 
while it is eaten (Sefat Emet). 


It does not override ritual impurity — nggaw nmin i: Apparently, 
this statement is necessary because the phrase: “In its appointed 
season,’ is mentioned in the context of the second Pesah as well. 
Indeed, this expression served as the source for the halakha that 
the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah overrides the laws of ritual 
impurity (Melo HaRo'im). 
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NOTES 
Does not require remaining until morning - ny pyy pr: The 
Tosefta emphasizes this by stating that one may eat the Paschal 
lamb on the second Pesah and if the need arises one may even 
return home, if it is close enough to Jerusalem to eulogize his 
father that very night. 


Exempt for entering the Temple - wpa nwaby Dva: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud the following verse is cited as support for the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer:“She shall touch no sanctified thing, nor 
come into the Sanctuary” (Leviticus 12:4). This indicates that only 
one who is liable for eating, and thereby touching, sacrificial 
meat is liable for entering the Temple. However, one who is 
ritually impure and nevertheless is not liable for eating sacrificial 
meat is not liable for entering the Temple either. 


HALAKHA 


Ritually impure people and a Paschal lamb brought in a 
state of ritual impurity - ngawa KAY NDDA pray: A Paschal 
lamb brought in a state of ritual impurity may be eaten by an 
impure person ab initio only if he is impure due to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse or due to contact with another source of 
impurity, such as a dead creeping animal. However, one whose 
own body is the source of his ritual impurity, such as lepers or 
a zav or a zava, may not eat the Paschal lamb. If he does eat 
from it, he is not liable to receive karet. He is also prohibited 
from entering the Temple courtyard; if he does so, he is liable 
to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 
7:8 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:12). 
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The Gemara clarifies: With regard to the statement that the sec- 
ond Pesah overrides ritual impurity, in accordance with whose 
opinion is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


But according to Rabbi Yehuda, does the second Pesah require 

remaining until morning? Wasn't it taught explicitly in a baraita 

that Rabbi Yehuda says: From where is it derived that the sec- 
ond Pesah does not require remaining until morning? As it is 

stated with regard to the Paschal lamb: “And you shall roast and 

eat it in the place which the Lord your God shall choose; and you 

shall turn in the morning and go to your tents” (Deuteronomy 
16:7), and it is written immediately after: “Six days you shall eat 

matzot; and on the seventh day shall be a solemn assembly to the 

Lord your God; you shall do no work on it” (Deuteronomy 16:8). 
From this juxtaposition it may be concluded that the first Pesah, 
which is followed by the mitzvah to eat matza for six days, re- 
quires remaining until morning, whereas the second Pesah, 
which is not followed by the mitzva to eat matza for six days, 
does not require remaining until morning." This contradicts 

what was previously stated citing Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara answers: These statements were made by two 
tanna’im in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, but 
the two tanna’im disagreed about whether or not Rabbi Yehuda 
maintained that one is required to stay overnight on the second 


Pesah. 
MI S H N When the Paschal lamb is sacrificed in a 
state of ritual impurity due to the fact 
that the majority of the Jewish people are ritually impure, zavim, 
and zavot, and menstruating women, and women after child- 
birth may not eat it, because the Paschal lamb overrides only 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, but it does not override 
other forms of ritual impurity. However, if they violated the ha- 
lakha and ate from the offering, they are exempt from karet. One 
who eats sacrificial food in a state of ritual impurity is generally 
liable to receive karet; however, since in this case the offering is 
sacrificed in a state of ritual impurity, there is no punishment of 
karet even for ritually impure individuals who are not permitted 
to eat it. 


And Rabbi Eliezer exempts these individuals from karet even 
for entering the Temple" in a state of ritual impurity, despite 
their not being permitted to enter, because people who are im- 
pure due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse are permitted 
to enter the Temple in this situation despite their impurity." 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: With re- 

gard to zavim, and zavot, and menstru- 
ating women, and women after childbirth who ate of the Pas- 
chal lamb that was sacrificed while the majority of the Jewish 
people were in a state of ritual impurity, one might have thought 
that they would be liable to receive karet; therefore, the verse 
states: “The meat that touches any impure thing shall not be 
eaten, it shall be burned in fire; and the meat, every one that is 
ritually pure may eat the meat. But the soul that eats of the 
meat of the sacrifice of peace-offerings, that belong to the 
Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off 
[venikhreta] from his people” (Leviticus 7:19-20). 


The baraita continues: The juxtaposition of these verses teaches 
that if the offering is eaten only by people who are ritually pure, 
ritually impure people are liable for eating it due to being ritu- 
ally impure, but if it is not eaten only by people who are ritu- 
ally pure, because it was offered when the majority of the Jewish 
people were impure, those who are ritually impure are not 
liable for eating it due to being impure. 
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Rabbi Eliezer says: One might have thought that if zavim or lepers 

pushed their way in and entered the courtyard, which they are 

prohibited from entering, in order to sacrifice the Paschal lamb 

that is brought when the majority of the Jewish people are in a 

state of ritual impurity, one might have thought that they would 

be liable to receive karet for entering the Temple while ritually 
impure; therefore, the verse states: “That they send out from the 

camp any leper and any zav and anyone defiled by the dead” 
(Numbers 5:2). This teaches that at a time when those who are 

impure due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse are sent out 
from the Temple, zavim and lepers are also sent out; when those 

who are impure due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse are 

not sent out but are permitted to sacrifice the offering in a state of 
ritual impurity, zavim and lepers are also not sent out. 


Rav Yosef asked a question related to the halakhot discussed above: 
If those who are impure due to ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse pushed their way in and entered the Sanctuary,™ which 
is an area in which no services are performed for the Paschal lamb 
and which only priests may enter ab initio, and this occurs in a case 
in which the Paschal lamb is brought when the majority of the 
Jewish people are in a state of ritual impurity, what is the halakha? 
Is the halakha that since ritual impurity was permitted in the 
courtyard for the sake of the Paschal lamb, ritual impurity in the 
Sanctuary was also permitted; or perhaps what was permitted 
was permitted and what was not permitted was not permitted, 
and consequently, they are liable for entering the Sanctuary? 


Rava said in answer to this question that the verse states: “They 
send out from the camp” (Numbers 5:2); the phrase “from the 
camp” indicates that the halakha applies even to a part of the camp. 
Therefore, when the majority of the Jewish people are ritually 
impure, even though people who are ritually impure are permitted 
to enter part of the Temple, as they must bring their offerings to 
the Temple courtyard, they are not permitted to enter everywhere 
inside the Temple, and the prohibition of entering the Sanctuary 
remains in place. 


Some say that Rava said a different answer: The verse states: “That 

they send out from the camp any leper and any zav and anyone 

defiled by the dead... outside the camp you shall send them” 
(Numbers 5:2-3). This implies that anywhere that we apply the 

phrase: “Outside the camp you shall send them,” which is refer- 
ring to a case in which the majority of the Jewish people are ritu- 
ally pure and indicates that the impure people must be sent outside 

of the entire camp, we also apply the phrase: “They must send out 

from the camp,” meaning it is prohibited for people who are ritu- 
ally impure to enter the Sanctuary. However, if the majority of the 

Jewish people are impure and the offering is sacrificed in a state of 
impurity, those who are impure are not liable if they enter the 

Sanctuary." 


Rav Yosef asked a similar question: If people who are impure 
due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse pushed their way in 
and ate portions that are supposed to be consumed on the altar, 
such as the fats, the kidneys, and the fat tail, from a Paschal lamb" 
offered in ritual impurity, 


Sanctuary bon: The Sanctuary was the inner section of the 
Temple, between the Entrance Hall and the Holy of Holies. It 
was a roofed building one hundred cubits high in the west of 
the Temple courtyard. It contained the seven-branched can- 
delabrum, the gold table for the shewbread, and the incense 
altar, or golden altar. On its western side was the Holy of Holies. 
The term Sanctuary is sometimes used also in reference to the 


entire building. 


| NOTES 
Pushed their way in and ate portions from a Paschal lamb — 
MDD Wax box... pnt: Rabbeinu Hananel’s version of the text 
reads: Pushed their wayi in and touched portions from a Paschal 
lamb. It appears that according to this version, the question is 
according to the opinion that holds that even when sacrifices 
may be offered and eaten in a state of ritual impurity, the fats 
which are usually burned may not be offered on the altar if they 
have become ritually impure. 


Sanctuary — bom: The Sanctuary was entered via the En- 
trance Hall, and to the west of it lay the Holy of Holies. The 
illustration shows the Sanctuary in relation to the other areas 
of the Temple. 


The placement of the Sanctuary within the Temple. 


People who are impure due to ritual impurity imparted by 
a corpse who entered the Sanctuary — 0333W WMA "KD 
born: In the case of a Paschal lamb sacrificed when the 
majority of the Jewish people are in a state of ritual impurity, 
if people who are impure due to ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse enter the Sanctuary, they are exempt from karet, 
in accordance with Rava’s second answer. The Rambam 


ruled leniently because in a case of doubt, they cannot be 
liable to karet (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 4:13). 
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HALAKHA 


Sacrificial portions of a Paschal lamb offered when 
the majority of the Jewish people is ritually impure - 
AMAA XIT MDA PVW: If people who are impure 
due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse consume 
sacrificial portions of a Paschal lamb offered when the 
majority of the Jewish people are impure, they are not 
liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 7:8). 


The Paschal lambs offered in Egypt and in later gen- 
erations — i171 DW MDS: Several of the mitzvot 
stated with regard to the Paschal lamb offered in Egypt 
applied only to the Paschal lamb in Egypt, but not to 
the Paschal lamb of later generations. Examples of these 
mitzvot are: Setting aside the Paschal lamb on the tenth 
of the month, sprinkling its blood on the lintel and the 
two doorposts with a bundle of hyssop, and consum- 
ing its meat in haste (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 10:15). 
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Make them roasted - 12% pD: The Me'iri explains that in 
the absence of an altar, the sacrificial portions were placed on 


spits and burned. 


Three altars — ninam nbw: In the Jerusalem Talmud a 
dispute is cited with regard to this matter. One opinion is 
that there were four parts of the door that corresponded 
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NOTES 


type of vessel. 


to four altars: The threshold, the lintel, and the two door- 
posts. The dispute depends upon the meaning of the word 
saf, in the verse: “And you shall take a bunch of hyssop, 
and dip it in the blood that is in the saf, and strike the lin- 
tel and the two side-posts with the blood that is in the saf” 
(Exodus 12:22); it may refer either to the threshold or to a 


what is the halakha? Are they liable for eating sacrificial meat while they 
were ritually impure? Do we say that since ritual impurity of the meat 
that is eaten was permitted, ritual impurity of the sacrificial portions 
offered on the altar was also permitted; or perhaps we say that what 
was permitted was permitted, and what was not permitted was not 
permitted? 


Rava said: After all, from where was the halakha pertaining to eating 

the sacrificial portions in a state of ritual impurity included? It is de- 
rived from the halakha with regard to eating the meat in a state of rit- 
ual impurity, as it is written: “But the soul that eats of the flesh of the 

sacrifice of peace-offerings that pertain to the Lord, having his ritual 

impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 

7:20); the apparently superfluous phrase “that pertain to the Lord” is 

there to include the sacrificial portions and establish that one is liable 

to receive karet for eating these portions in a state of ritual impurity. 


Since this is the source, there is a limitation to the halakha pertaining 
to sacrificial portions: Anywhere that there is liability for eating the 
meat in a state of ritual impurity, there is liability for eating the sacri- 
ficial portions in a state of ritual impurity; conversely, anywhere that 
there is no liability for eating the meat in a state of ritual impurity, such 
as in the case of a Paschal lamb offered in a state of ritual impurity, there 
is no liability for eating the sacrificial portions in a state of ritual 
impurity." 


Rabbi Zeira asked: With regard to the sacrificial portions of the Pas- 
chal lamb that the Jewish people sacrificed in Egypt on the first Pass- 
over, just before they left Egypt, where did they burn them? The Torah 
does not say that they constructed an altar for this purpose. Abaye said 
to him: What place is there for such a question? Who will tell us that 
they did not make them roasted" and eat them? The Jewish people had 
not yet been commanded with regard to the halakhot of sacrifices; 
therefore, they presumably did not distinguish between meat and for- 
bidden fats, and they roasted and consumed the entire animal (Arukh). 


And furthermore, Rav Yosef taught that there were three parts of the 
door upon which the blood was sprinkled that took the place of three 
altars" there in Egypt. The blood was applied upon the lintel and upon 
the two doorposts; and there was nothing else. Presumably, the Jew- 
ish people did not fulfill any mitzva not explicitly mentioned in the 
Torah, and since no other altar is mentioned, one can conclude that they 
did not offer the fats and other sacrificial portions on an altar. 
MI S HN What are the differences between the Paschal 
lamb that the Jewish people offered in Egypt 
and the Paschal lamb offered in all later generations? The Paschal 
lamb the Jewish people offered in Egypt had to be taken from the tenth 
of the month of Nisan and required the people to sprinkle its blood 
with a bundle of hyssop, unlike the Paschal lamb in all later years, and 
its blood was also sprinkled upon the lintel and the two doorposts, 
and it was eaten with haste;" in addition, the Paschal lamb in Egypt 
was only on one night," whereas the Paschal lamb throughout the 
generations is observed for seven days. The Gemara discusses the 
meaning of this difficult phrase, as obviously, the Paschal lamb is slaugh- 
tered on the fourteenth and eaten on the evening of the fifteenth. 


On one night - 1m% 73: Tosafot ask what difference there 
was between the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt and those 
sacrificed in later generations with regard to the requirement 
to eat it in one night, based on the conclusion of the Gemara. 
Some commentaries answer that the Paschal lamb of later gen- 
erations was eaten only until midnight, unlike the Paschal lamb 
offered in Egypt which was eaten all night (see Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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GEMA The Gemara asks: From where do we 

conclude that the requirements of the Pas- 
chal lamb sacrificed in Egypt do not apply to later generations? As 
it is written: “Speak to all the congregation of Israel, saying: On 
the tenth day of this month they shall take to them every man a 


lamb, according to their fathers’ houses, a lamb for a household” 


(Exodus 12:3); and we derive from the superfluous word “this” that 
this Paschal lamb offered in Egypt had to be taken from the tenth 
of Nisan, and the Paschal lamb of later generations is not taken 
from the tenth of Nisan." 


The Gemara expresses surprise: However, if that is so, when the 
verse states later in the same section: “And you shall keep it until 
the fourteenth day of this month” (Exodus 12:6), so too it should 
be inferred that this Paschal lamb in Egypt requires examination 
four days prior to its slaughter, and no other offering requires 
examination" four days prior to its slaughter. 


But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that ben Bag Bag says: From where 

do we know that the daily offering requires examination four days 

prior to its slaughter? It is stated with regard to the daily offering: 
“Command the children of Israel, and say to them: My food which 

is presented to Me for offerings made by fire, of a sweet flavor to Me, 
you shall safeguard it to sacrifice to Me in its due season” (Num- 
bers 28:2), and it states there, with regard to the Paschal lamb: “And 

it shall be for you as a safeguard until the fourteenth day of this 

month” (Exodus 12:6). Just as in the verse there, the Paschal lamb 

requires examination four days prior to its slaughter, so too here, 
the daily offering requires examination four days prior to its 

slaughter." There is no inference from the phrase “this month” that 

the requirement of examining an offering four days before is limited 

to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt. 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, with regard to the re- 
quirement to examine the daily offering four days prior to its slaugh- 
ter, as it is written: “You shall safeguard it.’" This halakha is de- 
rived from a verbal analogy based the word “safeguard,” which is 
stated in the context of both offerings. 


Similarly, the Paschal lamb sacrificed in later generations also re- 
quires examination four days prior to slaughter, as it is written: 
“And it shall be when the Lord shall bring you into the land of the 
Canaanite, and the Hittite, and the Amorite, and the Hivite, and the 
Jebusite, which He swore to your fathers to give you, a land flowing 
with milk and honey, that you shall perform this service in this 
month” (Exodus 13:5). From here it is derived that all the services 
of this month for all later generations shall be like this, including 
examination of the animal four days prior to sacrifice. Despite the 
fact that the verse connects the Paschal lamb in later years to the 
Paschal lamb in Egypt, the requirement to take the animal on the 
tenth of Nisan applied only on the first Passover. 


Rather, what does that phrase: “this month,” stated with regard to 
the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt, come to exclude? The Ge- 
mara answers that it comes to exclude the Paschal lamb of the 
second Pesah," which is similar to it, as it is also limited to a one 
day celebration. The Paschal lamb of the second Pesah does not 
require examination four days prior to its slaughter. 


Once again the Gemara questions its assertion that the phrase “this 
month” stated in the context of the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt 
indicates that its halakhot are not relevant to other offerings. How- 
ever, if that is so, with regard to that which is written: “And they 
shall eat the meat on that night” (Exodus 12:8), so too, should it 
be inferred that this Paschal lamb offered in Egypt was eaten at 
night and no other Paschal lamb offered in later generations must 
be eaten at night? The Gemara answers that the verse states: “You 
shall perform this service in this month” (Exodus 13:5), in order to 
teach that the halakhot of the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt apply 
to later generations as well. 


NOTES 


Not taken from the tenth of Nisan - ivan inpa...pg: The 
Paschal lamb of later generations after the Exodus may be 
selected at any time. Although there are those who require 
that it be examined in advance, that does not mean it mus 
be set aside specifically on the tenth of Nisan. 


Examination - 13: The requirement to examine offer- 
ings is not entirely clear. Some authorities maintain tha 
this examination must take place after the animal has been 
consecrated as an offering (Turei Even). Other authorities rule 
that the examination takes place before it is consecrated 
(Hazon Ish). In addition, there are disputes with regard to 
whether it must be examined every day and whether or no 
the inspection before the animal is slaughtered is part of the 
mitzva of examination. 


The daily offering is different, as it is written: You shall 
safeguard it - nawa INST Wan KW: Apparently, the 
Gemara's question is based on the assumption that the 
requirement to examine the daily offering is derived from 
a verbal analogy based on the phrase: “In its due season,’ 
stated in the context of both the daily offering and the 
Paschal lamb for all generations. This challenge is raised 
because even with regard to the Paschal lamb of later gen- 
erations, it is not clear that such a requirement should exist. 
The Gemara answers that this assumption was incorrect, and 
that the requirement of examination is derived from a verbal 
analogy based upon the phrase: “You shall observe,’ which 
is also stated in the context of the Paschal lamb sacrificed 
in Egypt (Beit Yisrael). 


To exclude the Paschal lamb of the second Pesah — y 
‘yw mba: Numerous commentaries have attempted to ex- 
plain how the Rambam interpreted this statement, since he 
appears to rule that in subsequent generations, the Paschal 
lamb of the first Pesah does not require prior examination. 
Some authorities explain that the phrase: To exclude the 
Paschal lamb of the second Pesah, does not refer specifi- 
cally to the second Pesah; rather, it is meant as a general 
reference to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in years following 
the Exodus. Other commentaries explain that it refers spe- 
cifically to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in the desert, which 
was the second time that the Jewish people sacrificed the 
Paschal lamb. This second Paschal lamb is the source for 
the halakhot of all future Paschal lambs (Mirkevet HaMishne; 
HaKetav VeHakabbala). 


HALAKHA 
Examination of the daily sacrifice - pran npa: The daily 
sacrifice must be examined four days prior to its slaughter. 
It is then examined again immediately before the slaughter 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:9). 
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HALAKHA 


An uncircumcised person partaking of the Paschal 
lamb, matza, and bitter herbs - viva Ax MDD bay: 
An uncircumcised male may not partake of the Paschal 
lamb. If he eats an olive-bulk of it, he is flogged. However, 
he must eat matza and bitter herbs, like any other Jew 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 9:8). 


A stranger with regard to the Paschal lamb - 133 }3 
mppa: It is prohibited to provide meat from the Paschal 
lamb to an apostate. One who does so violates a biblical 
prohibition. The verse that states: “No stranger shall eat 
from it” (Exodus 12:43) is understood to be directed at the 
head of the household and not at the apostate himself, 
who does not consider himself bound by the Torah’s laws 
(Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 9:7). 


NOTES 


A sojourner and a hired servant shall not eat from it - 
in bax xh yaw) Iwin: Rashi notes that this sentence is 
very difficult, as both a sojourner and a hired servant are 
Jews who are obligated to partake of the Paschal lamb. 
Therefore, Rashi rejects this version of the Gemara text. 
Perhaps he relies partially on his version of this passage, 
which read: Apostasy does not disqualify with regard 
to tithes. See tractate Yevamot (70b) with regard to the 
words: Sojourner and hired servant, in relation to the 
Paschal lamb. 
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The Gemara asks: Rather, if so, why do I need the word “this” stated 
with regard to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt if all the halakhot 
relevant to that offering apply to the Paschal lambs of later genera- 
tions? The Gemara answers that the phrase is needed for the deriva- 
tions cited by Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya and Rabbi Akiva (see Bera- 
khot 9a) with regard to the length of time during which the Paschal 
lamb may be eaten. 


The Gemara asks: However, if that is so, with regard to that which is 
written in the context of the Paschal lamb offered in Egypt: “And no 
uncircumcised person shall eat from it” (Exodus 12:48), so too, 
should it be inferred that the expression “from it” limits the applica- 
tion of the verse and teaches that “from it,” the Paschal lamb sacrificed 
in Egypt, he may not eat, but he may eat from the Paschal lamb 
sacrificed in later generations? The Gemara answers that the verse 
states: “You shall perform,” which teaches that the halakhot of the 
Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt apply to later generations as well. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, why do I need the expression “from it” 
stated here? The Gemara answers that it teaches that from it, the 

Paschal lamb, he may not eat, but he eats from the matza and bitter 

herbs. An uncircumcised person is obligated to eat matza and bitter 

herbs on Passover, just like any other Jew." 


The Gemara continues to question: However, if that is so, when the 
verse states: “No stranger shall eat from it” (Exodus 12:43), so too, 
should it be inferred that it is only from it, the Paschal lamb sacrificed 
in Egypt, that he may not eat, but he may eat from the Paschal lamb 
sacrificed in later generations?" The Gemara answers that the verse 
states: “You shall perform,” which teaches that the halakhot of the 
Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt apply to future generations as well. 
Consequently, anyone who was prohibited from eating the Paschal 
lamb in Egypt may not eat it in subsequent years either. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, why do I need the qualifying phrase: 
“From it”? The Gemara answers: It is from it, eating the Paschal lamb, 
that apostasy disqualifies, as the term “stranger” in this context is 
understood to refer to a Jew whose conduct makes him estranged 
from God; but apostasy does not disqualify one from eating teruma. 
Therefore, a priest who has become an apostate may still consume 
teruma. 


The Gemara continues: And it is necessary for the Torah to write the 

prohibition of an uncircumcised person, and it is necessary for the 

Torah to write a separate prohibition with regard to a stranger, as, if 
the Torah had written only about an uncircumcised person, one 

might have thought that only he is prohibited to eat from the Paschal 

lamb because the foreskin is repulsive, but a stranger who is not 

repulsive, say that he may eat from the Paschal lamb. Therefore it is 

necessary to teach the case ofa stranger. And ifit would have taught 

us only the prohibition with regard to a stranger, one might have 

concluded that only he is prohibited from eating the Paschal lamb 

because his heart is not directed toward Heaven due to his apostasy, 
but with regard to an uncircumcised person, whose heart is di- 
rected toward Heaven, say that there is no prohibition for him to eat 

the Paschal lamb. Therefore, it is necessary to teach also the case of 
an uncircumcised person. 


The Gemara continues to question its initial derivation: However, if 
that is so, when the verse pertaining to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in 
Egypt states: “A sojourner and a hired servant shall not eat from it” 
(Exodus 12:45), so too, should it be derived that from it, the Paschal 
lamb sacrificed in Egypt, he may not eat, but he may eat from the 
Paschal lamb sacrificed in later generations? The Gemara answers 
that the verse states: “And you shall perform,” which teaches that 
the halakhot of the Paschal lamb in later generations are the same as 
the halakhot that applied in Egypt. The Gemara asks: But if so, why 
do I need the qualifying term “from it”? The Gemara answers that it 
teaches that from it, the Paschal lamb, apostasy disqualifies one from 
partaking, but apostasy does not disqualify one from eating teruma. 
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The Gemara continues its line of questioning: However, if that 
is so, when the verse said: “When you have circumcised him, 
then shall he eat from it” (Exodus 12:44), so too, should it be 
inferred that from it, the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt, he 
may not eat unless he first circumcises his sons and slaves," but 
he may eat from the Paschal lamb sacrificed in later genera- 
tions? The Gemara answers that the verse states: “You shall 
perform,” which teaches that this halakha applies to later gen- 
erations as well. The Gemara asks: But if so, why do I need the 
qualifying term “from it”? The Gemara answers that this term 
teaches that from it, the Paschal lamb, the lack of circumcision 
of one’s male children and slaves prevents a father or master 
from eating until he ensures that all of the male members of his 
household have been circumcised, but the circumcision of 
one’s male children and slaves does not prevent him from 
eating teruma if he is himself eligible to eat it." 


The Gemara asks further: However, if that is so, with regard to 

that which is written: “And they shall not break a bone in it” 
(Numbers 9:12), so too, should it be inferred that it is prohib- 
ited to break a bone only of it, the Paschal lamb sacrificed in 

Egypt, but one may break a bone ofa Paschal lamb sacrificed 

in later generations? The Gemara answers that the verse 

states: You shall perform, which applies the halakhot stated 

with regard to the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt to the Pas- 
chal lambs of later generations as well. The Gemara asks: But 

if so, why do I need the qualifying expression “in it”? The 

Gemara explains that this qualification teaches that only a bone 

in it, a fit Paschal lamb, may not be broken, but there is no 

prohibition to break the bone of an unfit Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara asks further: However, if that is so, from that 
which is written: “Do not eat of it raw, nor boiled in water, but 
roasted in fire” (Exodus 12:9), should it be inferred that it is 
only of it, the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt, that you may 
not eat raw, but you may eat raw meat from the Paschal lamb 
of later generations? The Gemara answers that the verse 
states: “You shall perform,” which teaches that the prohibi- 
tion applies to later generations as well. The Gemara asks: But 
if so, why do I need the qualifying expression “in it”? The 
Gemara answers that it is necessary for that which Rabba said 
that Rabbi Yitzhak said, that this verse serves as the basis ofa 
verbal analogy which teaches that an uncircumcised man may 
not eat tithes. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the mishna, which stated that 
the Paschal lamb sacrificed in Egypt was eaten with haste but 
that Paschal lambs sacrificed in later years were not. From 
where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers that it 
is as the verse states: “You shall eat it in haste; it is the Lord’s 
Paschal lamb” (Exodus 12:11). The word “it” indicates a detail 
and teaches that “it” is eaten with haste, and no other Paschal 
lamb is eaten with haste. 


The mishna stated that the Paschal lamb of later generations 
applies all seven days. The Gemara asks: On what does this 
stand? If we say that it refers to the Paschal lamb itself, is 
there a Paschal lamb all seven days? It is offered only on the 
fourteenth of Nisan. 


HALAKHA 


The circumcision of one’s male children and slaves — non The circumcision of the members of one’s household 
yTay1 wat: One whose sons or slaves are uncircumcised with regard to teruma - TANDI VIIV WD! nbn: A priest 
may not slaughter the Paschal lamb or eat from it (Rambam whose sons or slaves are uncircumcised may eat teruma 


Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 9:9). 


(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:10, 12). 
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Perek IX 
Daf96 Amud b 


NOTES 


One night...and its prohibition against leavened bread 
applied the entire day - Di7 bs SIDN.. TN mh: Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura explains the Gemara by utilizing the con- 
cept that the mishna is incomplete and the prohibition against 
leaven must be added to the mishna's discussion. Conversely, 
the Rashash explains that the language of the Gemara 
indicates that the topic of leaven is raised as part of the ex- 
planation, and is not meant to be inserted into the text of the 
mishna. Furthermore, the mishna should have taught that the 
prohibition against leaven applied during the Passover in Egypt 
for only one day instead of stating that during the Passover 
of later generations it applies to all seven days. However, this 
halakha was taught with regard to the Passover of later genera- 
tions so that all of the mishna’s formulations would be framed 
as positive statements rather than as negative ones. 


Substitute and replacement — NN wm ATPa: In this 
section, the Gemara commentary uses two terms which sound 
similar in English, but represent entirely different halakhic con- 
cepts. A replacement animal is one that is brought if a sacrifice, 
in this case a Paschal lamb, is lost. The owner is obligated to 
bring a replacement for a lost sacrifice. If the original animal is 
found before the time of slaughter, either the original animal or 
the replacement is sacrificed. In contrast, the word substitute 
is used for the Hebrew word temura, discussed in a separate 
note. A substitute is an attempt by the owners to replace one 
animal which is separated and fit for sacrifice, with another. It is 
prohibited to make a substitution, and the halakha is that both 
the original animal and its substitute have the same status as a 
sacrifice, but only the original one may be offered. The Gemara 
will discuss what happens with the substitute of a Paschal 
lamb, or the substitute of the replacement for a Paschal lamb. 


It is left to graze until it becomes unfit - AXA 19 TYY: 
An unblemished animal that has been consecrated as an offer- 
ing retains its sanctity, even if it cannot be sacrificed, and it 
may not be redeemed. However, it may be redeemed once 
it becomes unfit, and its sanctity is transferred to the money 
used for the redemption. 


Substitute [temura] - Awan: The halakha of substitution is 
stated in the Torah as follows: "He shall not alter it nor change 
it, a good for a bad or a bad for a good; and if he shall at all 
change beast for beast, then both it and that for which it is 
changed shall be holy” (Leviticus 27:10). The entire tractate 
Temura is dedicated to explaining the halakhot of substitution. 
One who substitutes an unconsecrated animal for one that has 
been consecrated as an offering violates a biblical prohibition 
and is therefore flogged. However, the second animal also 
becomes consecrated and attains a status comparable to the 
original consecrated animal. This rule does not affect offerings 
hat are sacrificed on a free-will basis, such as peace-offerings 
and burnt-offerings, as the substitute is simply sacrificed also. 
However, in the case of a sin-offering, which may not be of- 
ered twice for the same transgression, the substitute is left 
o graze until it becomes unfit. 


LANGUAGE 


Becomes unfit [yista’ev] - axnp»: From the Aramaic transla- 
tion of the biblical word tamei, meaning impure. An animal 
that becomes unfit is disqualified from being sacrificed as an 
offering, much like an impure animal. 
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Rather, it refers to leavened bread, which is prohibited all seven 

days of Passover in the generations following the Exodus. The 

Gemara asks: Does this prove by inference that during the Pass- 
over of Egypt, leaven was prohibited for only one night and not 

more? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGe- 
lili says: From where is it derived with regard to the Passover of 
Egypt that its prohibition of leavened bread applied for only 
one day? The verse states: “No leavened bread shall be eaten” 
(Exodus 13:3), and juxtaposed to it the verse states: “This day you 

go forth” (Exodus 13:4), to teach that the prohibition of leaven 

applied in Egypt for only one day. In any event, the prohibition 

applied for an entire night and day, and not just one night. 


Rather, this question must be answered by saying that this is what 

it saidin the mishna: The Paschal lamb was eaten in Egypt on one 

night, and the same is true of the Paschal lamb of later genera- 
tions; and its prohibition against leavened bread applied the 

entire day," and on Passover in later generations it applies to all 

seven days of the Festival. 


MI S H N A Rabbi Yehoshua said: I heard two rulings 


from my teachers: One ruling was that 
the substitute of a Paschal lamb is sacrificed as a peace-offering 
after Passover, and another ruling was that the substitute of a 
Paschal lamb is not sacrificed as a peace-offering after Passover; 
and I cannot explain these two rulings, as I do not remember the 
circumstances to which each ruling applies. 


Rabbi Akiva said: I will explain: With regard to a lamb that is 
separated as a Paschal lamb and is then lost, leading the owner to 
separate another animal as its replacement," and is later found 
before the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb, it is left 
to graze until it becomes unfit [yista'ev]"t and disqualified for 
use as a Sacrifice. It is then sold and becomes unconsecrated, and 
the owner must bring a peace-offering with its proceeds. And 
so too, the same is true with regard to its substitute: If one 
separates another lamb as a substitute for this replacement, the 
sanctity of the original lamb extends to the substitute as well. In 
the case outlined above, the substitute would graze, just like the 
replacement, until it developed a blemish and would then be sold. 
This is the circumstance in which the substitute of a Paschal lamb 
is not sacrificed. 


On the other hand, if the lost lamb is found after the slaughter of 
the replacement Paschal lamb, it itself is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering, and so too, its substitute is sacrificed, which explains 
the ruling that the substitute of a Paschal lamb is sacrificed as a 
peace-offering. 


G E M Anpa- Gemara questions the explanation of 

Rabbi Akiva: If so, let the mishna say 
these halakhot more simply, as follows: The Paschal lamb itself is 
sacrificed and the Paschal lamb is not sacrificed. According to 
Rabbi Akiva’s explanation, the same rule applies to both the lamb 
and its substitute. What additional point is Rabbi Yehoshua mak- 
ing by speaking about the substitute? The Gemara answers: This 
comes to teach us through this formulation that there is a case of 
a substitute Paschal lamb that is not sacrificed. One might have 
thought that a substitute Paschal lamb is always treated as a peace- 
offering, even when it was substituted before the time of the 
slaughter; therefore, the mishna states that there is an instance in 
which it cannot be sacrificed because it is a substitute for a Paschal 
lamb that itself cannot be sacrificed. 
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It was stated that there was a dispute between amora’im about the 
proper text of the mishna. Rabba said: We learned the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva in the mishna as referring to the distinction of whether the 
lamb is found before the slaughter of the replacement lamb or after 
the slaughter of the replacement lamb. Rabbi Zeira said: We learned 
that it depends upon whether it is found before midday or after midday. 
Midday is the time that determines the status of an animal as a Paschal 
lamb; therefore, if the lamb is found after midday, even if it is found 
before the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb, its identity as a 
Paschal lamb is not firmly established and it may be sacrificed as a peace- 
offering. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Zeira, isn’t the mishna 
teaching explicitly that it depends upon whether the lamb is found 
before the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb? How can he 
disagree with the mishna? The Gemara answers: Say that according to 
Rabbi Zeira, the mishna must be interpreted as referring not to the act 
of the slaughter itself but to a lamb that is found before the earliest time 
for the slaughter of the Paschal lamb, which is midday. 


The Gemara notes that this dispute among the amora’im is like the fol- 
lowing dispute between tanna’im in a mishna: The Paschal lamb that 
is found before the slaughter of its substitute shall be left to graze 
until it becomes unfit; it is then sold, and the proceeds are used to 
purchase an animal that will be sacrificed as a peace-offering. If it is 
found after the slaughter, it itselfis to be sacrificed as a peace-offering. 
This is parallel to the explanation of Rabba. Rabbi Eliezer says that if it 
is found before midday it shall be left to graze, but if it is found after 
midday it is to be sacrificed as a peace-offering, which is parallel to the 
explanation of Rabbi Zeira." 


It was stated in the mishna that if the original lamb is found after the 
slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb, one should bring the 
original lamb as a peace-offering, and the same applies to its substitute. 
Rava said: They taught that the substitute may be sacrificed as a peace- 
offering only when the original lamb was found after the slaughter of 
the replacement lamb and one performed the substitution after the 
slaughter, when the original lamb itself was fit to be offered as a peace- 
offering. But if the original lamb was found before the slaughter, even 
if one performed the substitution after the slaughter of the replace- 
ment lamb, the substitute lamb may not be sacrificed as an offering. The 
reason for this is that the original lamb may no longer be sacrificed as 
an offering and must be left to graze until it develops a blemish. There- 
fore, the sanctity of its substitute comes on the strength of deferred 
sanctity, and the substitute may not be sacrificed. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava based on a baraita: With regard to 
the verse: “Ifhe brings a lamb for his offering” (Leviticus 3:7), what is 
the meaning when the verse states: “If he brings a lamb”? What is 
added by the word “if”? It comes to include" the substitute of a Paschal 
lamb after the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb and teaches 
that it is offered as a peace-offering. 


Abaye clarifies the meaning of this baraita: What are the circumstances 
of the case under discussion? If we say it is a case in which the lamb was 
found after the slaughter and one performed the substitution after 
the slaughter, it is obvious, as any Paschal lamb found after the slaugh- 
ter of its replacement becomes a peace-offering; in that case, why do I 
need a verse to teach this halakha? Rather, is it not addressing a case 
in which the original lamb was found before the slaughter of its re- 
placement and one performed the substitution after the slaughter of 
the replacement, and nonetheless the substitute lamb may be offered 
as a peace-offering, in opposition to Rava’s ruling? 


The Gemara responds: No; actually, it can be explained as referring to 
a case in which the original lamb was found after the slaughter of the 
replacement, and one performed the substitution after the slaughter. 
It is indeed obvious and no verse is necessary to teach this halakha; the 
verse cited is not the source for this ruling but is a mere support. 


HALAKHA 


A Paschal lamb that was found before the slaugh- 
ter - nwe OTP Kyaw MDs: If one loses his Paschal 
amb, separates another animal as a replacement 
Paschal lamb, and then finds the original lamb before 
he replacement is slaughtered, he may slaughter 
whichever animal he chooses as his Paschal lamb, 
and the other is sacrificed as a peace-offering. How- 
ever, the Ra‘avad asserts that the animal not used as 
he Paschal lamb must be left to graze until it be- 
comes unfit, at which point it can be redeemed and 
he money used to purchase a peace-offering. It is 
possible that the Rambam agrees with this opinion 
(Kesef Mishne). If one designates another animal as 
a substitute for the Paschal lamb that is found, the 
substitute is left to graze until it becomes unfit. It is 
then redeemed, and the money is used to purchase 
an animal for a peace-offering. If the original Paschal 
lamb is found after he slaughters the replacement 
lamb, it is sacrificed as a peace-offering. If he de- 
clares another animal as a substitute for the original 
lamb which was found, then it, too, is brought as a 
peace-offering. The Rambam ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba and not that of Rabbi Zeira, 
because the first opinion quoted in the baraita sup- 
ports the opinion of Rabba (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:6). 


NOTES 
If...comes to include - miay...ox: This derivation is 
based on the seemingly superfluous word if. It comes 
to extend the halakhot of a peace-offering brought 
on a voluntary basis to other similar offerings. 
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HALAKHA 
Peace-offerings that come due to a Paschal 


lamb - npa Nana pan oyw: If an animal sepa- 


rated as a Paschal lamb has passed its first year, 
it is brought as a peace-offering. Peace-offerings 
that were originally Paschal lambs are treated as 


peace-offerings in every way and require leaning, 


libations, and the waving of the breast and thigh 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:7). 


The fat tail of a she-goat - y7 mx: The fat tail 


of a goat does not need to be burned on the altar, 
unlike the fat tail of sheep (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 1:18). 


BACKGROUND 
A she-goat does not require the fat tail to be 
burned on the altar - mre MAY Ayr ty: The fat 
ail that is burned on the altar is not merely the 
hick, fatty section found underneath the tail of a 
sheep. It also includes some of the bone and fat 


ions of the rump bone. Therefore, it was necessary 
o state that this part of a goat is not burned on 
he altar even though it does not have any actual 
at tail. Nevertheless, it does have the other parts 
of the body that are removed together with the 
at tail. 


Perek IX 
Dafo7 Amuda 


200 PEREK IX: 974A: 3% 97D PD 


rom the body of the animal itself and some sec- 


teats PKIN xDD KTP NIN 
moh noan nx nist - “a>” 


ninth - "a> OX” IRIK KTW 
pean Dw ANW mayy nbs 
obw myn bab nos nana 
NDUM WIN ADA pyww 

piv min 


PDOT - "Y OXY Tix KTW 
mayo pry wa by sn pa 
wx 


MOST NUNK 77 INIT NPN 
TYY MST NOTY DTP KYW 
VOTE IN ABE ANP 1Y 

inpan aoyo 


NYDIY KIN UW NY NIJ VAYS 
otip ia vam ANY otip 
rome DTP KYD DIN TONY 
inan - Ay! IMs ia Tam 
> - Nove oMD DADY ADIP 
PA A - MONY HYIP 

YI Kb- mb 1m Kby 


TA "33 OX” DIK INN 
noan man niab- qi soba 
aby Ta PY nda NX 


swab - 7p nog 2B) qx ia? 
TTAN PRIIP NIT, KT mai 
app non 


DTP xexnaw KIPR 2107 D 
Tome otip ia vam Ape 
z 1b Koy Bair nish MDD 
ia VOT) ANY op KYW 
INT ROI TONY INK 

KIWI 


The Gemara asks: But then for what purpose does this verse come? The 
Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: The word “lamb” comes to 
include the Paschal lamb in the requirement that the fat tail be offered on 
the altar, as this halakha is not explicitly mentioned in the verses that relate 
to the Paschal lamb. 


The baraita continues: When it says: “If he brings a lamb,” which alludes 
to additional types of offerings it comes to include a lamb consecrated as 
a Paschal lamb whose first year has passed and is therefore too old to be 
offered as a Paschal lamb, or peace-offerings that come due to a Paschal 
lamb," both those separated as a substitute for a Paschal lamb and those 
that were actually consecrated as a Paschal lamb but the owner fulfilled his 
obligation with a different Paschal lamb, in all the mitzvot of peace-offer- 
ings. These offerings are no longer considered Paschal lambs and are treat- 
ed as peace-offerings in every way. Therefore, they require leaning and 
libations and the waving of the breast and thigh. 


» 


The baraita continues: And when it says: “And if his offering is a she-goat 
(Leviticus 3:12), it interrupted the previous matter and taught that the 
offering of a she-goat" does not require the fat tail to be burned on the 
altar.” 


The Gemara has concluded one version of the dispute between Rava and 
Abaye. However, some teach this dispute with regard to the first clause 
of the mishna, which states that a Paschal lamb which is first lost and then 
found before the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb must be left 
to graze until it becomes unfit, and itis then sold, and one must bring a 
peace-offering with its proceeds; and likewise, the same is the case with 
regard to its substitute. 


With regard to this halakha, Rava said: They taught this halakha only in a 
case where the original lamb was found before the slaughter and one 
performed the substitution before the slaughter; but if the original lamb 
was found before the slaughter and one performed the substitution after 
the slaughter of the replacement lamb, its substitute is offered as a peace- 
offering. What is the reason for his opinion? The slaughter of the replace- 
ment establishes a halakhic reality only with regard to something which 
is fit for it; in other words, it is only with regard to a Paschal lamb itself that 
it matters whether it was found before or after the slaughter. However, with 
regard to something that was not fit for it, such as the substitute, which 
cannot be offered as a Paschal lamb in any event, the slaughter does not 
establish its status. Therefore, it can later be sacrificed as a peace-offering. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava based on the same baraita quoted 
previously: What is the meaning when the verse states: “If he brings a 
lamb”? It comes to include the substitute of a Paschal lamb after Passover, 
which is offered as a peace-offering. 


One might have thought that even a substitute Paschal lamb that was found 
before the slaughter of the replacement Paschal lamb should have the 
same status, and it should be permitted to sacrifice such a lamb as a peace- 
offering. Therefore, the verse states: “It,” to emphasize that it, a valid 
Paschal lamb, is sacrificed, and the substitute of a Paschal lamb is not 
sacrificed. 


What are the circumstances of the case under discussion? If we say it is a 
case in which the lamb is found before the slaughter and one performed 
the substitution before the slaughter of the replacement, it is obvious; 
why do I need a specific verse to teach this halakha? Rather, is it not ad- 
dressing a case in which the original lamb was found before the slaughter 
and one performed the substitution after the slaughter of the replace- 
ment, and the baraita ruled that the substitute lamb may not be sacrificed 
as a peace-offering, in opposition to the ruling of Rava? The Gemara con- 
cludes that the refutation of the opinion of Rava is indeed a conclusive 
refutation, and his opinion is rejected according to this version. 
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Shmuel stated a principle pertaining to the halakhot of offerings: 
With regard to any animal that was consecrated as an offering and 
becomes unfit such that a sin-offering in its condition would be 
placed in isolation for it to die," meaning that it would be caused to 
die, if it is a Paschal lamb in that condition it is sacrificed as 
a peace-offering. And with regard to any animal that becomes 
unfit such that a sin-offering in its condition is left to graze" until 
it develops a blemish, if it is a Paschal lamb it is also left to graze. 
And Rabbi Yohanan said: A Paschal lamb is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering only when the lost lamb was found after the slaughter 
of the replacement Paschal lamb, but if it was found before the 
slaughter, there is no instance in which it is brought as a peace- 
offering. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to Shmuel’s statement: Is that an estab- 
lished principle in every possible circumstance? Isn’t there the case 
of a sin-offering whose first year has passed and is therefore no 
longer fit to be offered as a sin-offering, which goes to graze until 
it develops a blemish? As Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: A sin- 
offering whose first year has passed, it is viewed as though it were 
standing in a cemetery where a priest may not enter in order to 
retrieve it; therefore, it grazes until it develops a blemish. The ani- 
mal is then sold and its sanctity transferred to the proceeds of the 
sale, which are used to purchase an animal for a peace-offering. 


However, a Paschal lamb in a case like this is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering, as it was taught in a baraita: The word “lamb” comes to 
include the Paschal lamb in the requirement that the fat tail be 
sacrificed on the altar. When it says: “Ifhe brings a lamb,’ it comes 
to include a lamb consecrated as a Paschal lamb whose first year 
has passed and peace-offerings that come due to a Paschal lamb. 
‘These are considered peace-offerings rather than Paschal lambs, and 
they are included in all the laws of peace-offerings in that they 
require leaning and libations and the waving of the breast and 
thigh. When it says later: “And if his offering is a she-goat” (Le- 
viticus 3:12), it interrupted the previous matter of the halakhot of 
sheep brought as peace-offerings and began a new discussion in 
order to teach that the offering of a she-goat does not require the 
fat tail to be offered on the altar. This baraita teaches that an animal 
consecrated as a Paschal lamb whose first year has passed is offered 
as a peace-offering and is not left to graze until it develops a blemish. 


He said to him: When Shmuel stated his principle, it was spe- 
cifically with regard to Paschal lambs that were lost; he did not 
state his principle with regard to Paschal lambs that were deferred 
because they had become unfit for use." 


The Gemara continues its line of questioning: With regard to lost 
sacrifices do you find Shmuel’ principle to be correct? But what 
about the case of a sin-offering that was already lost at the time of 
the separation of a replacement to take its place, and the original 
animal was found before the second was sacrificed? According to 
the Rabbis, this animal goes for grazing, as we learned in a mishna: 
If one separated his sin-offering and it was lost, and he separated 
another in its place and the first was found, and therefore both 
are available, then one of them, whichever he chooses, is sacrificed, 
as he may bring only one offering, and the second shall be caused 
to die;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the 
Rabbis say: A sin-offering is caused to die only when it is found 
after the owners gained atonement through another offering. 
Therefore, according to the Rabbis, if the animal was found before 
the owners gained atonement, it grazes." 


And yet with regard to the Paschal lamb, in a situation where it is 

found after midday before the slaughter, it is sacrificed as a peace- 
offering. Consequently, Shmuel’s principle is not correct even with 

regard to offerings that were lost. The Gemara answers: Shmuel 

holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
who said that a lost sin-offering is put into isolation and goes to its 

death. 


NOTES 


Asin-offering left to die - ama nxen: There is an ancient 
halakhic tradition that some animals consecrated as sin- 
offerings are placed in isolation and left to die. The im- 
plication is that certain animals selected as sin-offerings 
become so significantly disqualified that they are left to 
die. According to one tradition, there are five sin-offerings 
that are left to die: The offspring born to an animal that 
has already been consecrated as a sin-offering; an animal 
substituted for a sin-offering; a sin-offering whose owners 
have died; a sin-offering whose owner has already gained 
atonement through another offering; and a sin-offering 
that is more than one year old. However, some authori- 
ties disagree and reduce the number of sin-offerings that 
are left to die. Since it is prohibited to cause a blemish 
in a consecrated animal, one may not kill these animals 
directly. Rather, they are confined in an enclosure, called 
a kippa, until they die on their own. 


Left to graze — myin: In contrast to the five categories of 
disqualified consecrated animals for sin-offerings, which 
are left to die, most consecrated animals that cannot be 
sacrificed as their intended offering are left to graze until 
they develop a blemish that precludes them from be- 
ing brought on the altar. At this point the animal can be 
redeemed, with the proceeds being used to purchase a 
different offering. 


Lost and deferred — pant pna: The halakhic distinc- 
tion between consecrated animals that were lost and 
those that were deferred is as follows: The category of 
deferred animals includes offerings that were deferred 
due to halakhic considerations, irrespective of human 
involvement. This is not the case with regard to lost 
sacrifices. When the owner separates a replacement, he 
actively defers the original sacrifice. Therefore, its deferral 
is more complete. 


One of them is sacrificed and the second shall be 
caused to die — nvan mwa AIPA y2 NNN: Apparently, 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi it makes no difference 
which animal one chooses to sacrifice as the sin-offering. 
However, some commentaries point out that even ac- 
cording to his opinion, it is preferable to sacrifice the 
second animal, because it has already replaced the first 
one. Other commentaries note that if the replacement 
does not disqualify the first animal, the first one should 
be sacrificed, because its consecration preceded that of 
the second animal. Still other authorities raise a different 
consideration: The better animal should be sacrificed as 
the offering (see Jerusalem Talmud). In any event, it is 
clear that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, if one did 
not follow this procedure and sacrificed the other animal, 
it is valid after the fact, even if there is a preference with 
regard to which animal should be offered. 


HALAKHA 

A sin-offering caused to die - 72 nxwn: If a sin- 
offering is lost, and its owner separates a replacement 
and gains atonement by sacrificing it, and he later finds 
the original animal, it is left in isolation to die. However, if 
the animal was found before its owner gained atonement, 
it is left to graze until it develops a blemish and is then 
sold. The proceeds from the sale are used to purchase a 
free-will offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:8). 
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—_— HALAKHA = —_______- 
Asin-offering lost at night - ayy Mpa: Ifa sin-offering is lost 
at night, even if it remains missing until after the owner gained 
atonement, when it is found it is left to graze and become 
blemished and is not left to die (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:9). 


NOTES 


Asin-offering lost at night is not called lost - wd ave) nPIN 
MPN MAW: This is the source of the principle that the halakhot 
pertaining to a lost sin-offering apply only to an offering that 
was a lost at a time when it was fit to be sacrificed. However, if 
it was not yet time to sacrifice the offering, it does not have the 
status of a lost sin-offering. This halakha may be extended to a 
case in which the sin-offering of a zav or a leper was lost before 
they became pure. These animals would not be considered 
lost for the very reason discussed in the Gemara (Hazon Ish). 


Perek IX 
Dafo7 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


If one separated two sin-offerings as a guarantee - W37 

mand Mixwn mw: If one separates two sin-offerings as a 
guarantee, he gains atonement through whichever he choos- 
es and the second animal is left to graze until it develops a 
blemish. It is then redeemed and the money is used to pur- 
chase a free-will offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:5). 


NOTES 


And what does he teach us, to exclude the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan - nv ayy pias 7 yawn wp rior: When the as- 
sumption was that Shmuel agreed with the opinion of either 
he Rabbis or Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the understanding was tha 
his goal was to introduce a new ruling with regard to differen 
ypes of lost sin-offerings, some of which are left to graze and 
some of which are left in isolation to die, or, as in the case of a 
Paschal lamb, are offered as peace-offerings. However, accord- 
ing to the second version in the Gemara, Shmuel's statemen 
had only one part and not two. He did not introduce any new 
rulings with regard to types of lost sin-offerings and, indeed, his 
point was related to the time that determines when an anima 
is considered lost. Therefore, Shmuel did not intend to dispute 
Rabbi Yohanan with regard to the essential principles of this ha- 
lakha or the meaning of the term lost. Rather, he was referring 
o the critical time that determines the status of a lost animal. 
According to Rabbi Yohanan, the animal is legally declared lost 
when itis time to slaughter it. According to Shmuel, the critical 
ime in the case of the Paschal lamb is midday, which is when 
he slaughter may take place (Josefot Rid). 
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The Gemara asks: But every lost sin-offering is placed in isolation 
and left to die according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, whereas with 
regard to the Paschal lamb, when it was lost before midday and 
then found before midday but after a replacement animal had 
been separated, it grazes. The Gemara responds: A Paschal lamb 
lost before midday is not considered lost, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, as Rava said: A sin-offering lost at night" 
and found by the morning is not called lost," and the halakhot of 
lost sin-offerings do not apply because a sin-offering cannot be 
sacrificed at night in any case. Similarly, if a Paschal lamb is lost 
before midday on the eve of Passover, since it could not be sacri- 
ficed at that time, it does not attain the status of a lost sacrifice 
even if one separates a replacement. In such a case, even Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi would concede that the original animal would be 
left to graze rather than being left to die. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, under what circumstances can the case of a sin- 
offering that is left to graze be found? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that every lost sin-offering is left to die and none is left to 
graze; therefore, there is no significance to Shmuel’s ruling with 
regard to any sin-offering that is left to graze. 


The Gemara answers: Even according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
there is a case in which a sin-offering is left to graze, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya, as Rabbi Oshaya said: If one 
separated two sin-offerings from the outset as a guarantee," so 
that if one is lost he may gain atonement with the other, he gains 
atonement with one of them and the second is left to graze. 


The Gemara challenges this: But with regard to a Paschal lamb, 
in a case like this the second animal would be sacrificed as a 

peace-offering. This, too, does not follow Shmuel’s principle. 
Rather, it can be explained that Shmuel held in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said there are five sin-offer- 
ings that are left in isolation to die, including all those which are 

lost or deferred. 


The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Shimon does not concede in any 
case at all that a sin-offering is left to graze, as he holds that any 
sin-offering which is deferred for any reason is left to die, while 
Shmuel referred to sin-offerings left to graze. The Gemara an- 
swers: Shmuel also said only one case. He did not mention sin- 
offerings that are left to graze; he said only that with regard to any 
offering that became unfit such that a sin- offering in its condition 
would be left to die, if it is a Paschal lamb in that condition it is 
sacrificed as a peace-offering. 


The Gemara asks: And what does he teach us with this statement 
beyond what was taught explicitly in the mishna? The Gemara 
answers that Shmuel’s statement was meant to exclude the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan," who said that a Paschal lamb is sacri- 
ficed as a peace-offering only when it is found after slaughter, 
but ifit is found before the slaughter, no, it is not sacrificed as a 
peace-offering. Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan held that the slaugh- 
ter determines when a sacrifice is deferred; therefore, Shmuel 
teaches us that in his opinion midday determines whether it is 
considered deferred, even if the other animal has not yet been 
slaughtered, because midday is the time when it may be slaugh- 
tered. Consequently, if the Paschal lamb is still lost at midday, it 
may be offered as a peace-offering when it is found. 
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The Gemara presents another version" of the discussion, beginning 
from the proof that the halakhot of a sin-offering cannot be equated 
to those of a Paschal lamb because with regard to a Paschal lamb, 
in a situation where it is lost and then found after midday but 
before the slaughter of its replacement, it is offered as a peace- 
offering, which is not consistent with Shmuel’s principle. The Ge- 
mara answers: According to this version, Shmuel holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabba, who said that the slaughter of 
the replacement determines the status of a lost offering; therefore, 
if the original animal is found before the slaughter of the second 
animal, even after midday, it is not considered to have been lost. 


The Gemara asks: But from the fact that Rabbi Yohanan said about 
this halakha that a Paschal lamb is sacrificed as a peace-offering 
only when it was found after the slaughter of the replacement, but 
if it was found before the slaughter, no, it is not, apparently he 
held that the slaughter determines whether the offering is consid- 
ered lost. Since there is a dispute about this point, this proves by 
inference that Shmuel holds that midday determines this status, 
so that any animal lost at midday is considered lost and is sacrificed 
as a peace-offering, even if it is found before the slaughter. That does 
not accord with this second version of Shmuel’s opinion. 


Rather, Shmuel’s statement must be explained differently: Shmuel 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
who said that a lost sin-offering always goes to its death. The Ge- 
mara asks: But according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi all lost sin-of- 
ferings are left in isolation to die, whereas with regard to the Pas- 
chal lamb, in a situation where it is lost before midday and found 
before midday it is left to graze and is not sacrificed as a peace- 
offering. The Gemara answers: He held that a Paschal lamb that is 
lost before midday is not considered lost because the time for 
slaughtering the Paschal lamb has not yet arrived, and he held that 
midday determines the status of a lost Paschal lamb, not the time 
of the actual slaughter. 


MI S HNA In the case of one who separates a female 

animal" for his Paschal lamb although the 
Torah requires a male, or a male that is in its second year although 
a Paschal lamb must be an animal that is in its first year, the animal 
is left to graze until it develops a blemish and becomes unfit, and 
it is then sold and its money is used for free-will offerings" or 
peace-offerings. 


With regard to one who separates his Paschal lamb and then dies," 
his son may not bring it after him" for the purpose of a Paschal 
lamb" because it may no longer be used for that purpose after its 
owner has died. Rather, it is brought for the purpose of a peace- 
offering. 


His son may not bring it after him — vyny ia uga x: Unique 
halakhot apply to an animal consecrated as an offering that 


NOTES 


lamb; he merely attains a certain level of responsibility for it 
(Tosefot Rid). 


distinguish it from the other assets that a son inherits from his 


father. Although a son inherits his father's offerings, they do 
not become his personal property. There are several differences 
between types of sacrifices that may be brought as free-will of- 
ferings on the one hand and sin-offerings and guilt-offerings, 
which have been consecrated to atone for the father’s sins 
and cannot be sacrificed on the other hand. Nevertheless, the 
son does not inherit his father’s right to sacrifice the Paschal 


He may not bring it...for the purpose of a Paschal lamb — x 
nbs Dw.: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that 
this mishna is not referring to the offering itself, but rather to 
money set aside to purchase an offering. As a result, in contrast 
to the inferences made in the Gemara here, according to the ex- 
planation of the Jerusalem Talmud no halakhot can be derived 
from this principle with regard to the issue of rejecting animals. 


— NoE —_______—__- 
Another version — KYI% xa: Usually this term signals 
hat the Gemara cites an alternate version that presents an 
entirely different opinion or conclusion. In this case, how- 
ever, the other version simply presents the development of 
he discussion in a slightly different manner, but arrives at 
he same conclusion. 


ts money is used for free-will offerings — maw maT bey: 
The text of the mishna actually combines two contradictory 
exts. One version, which is simpler to understand and is 
he opinion of Rashi in the Vilna Gemara and the halakha 
according to the Rambam, states that the proceeds from 
he sale of the deferred Paschal lamb are used to purchase 
a peace-offering. The other version, used by the Rambam 
in his Commentary on the Mishna and cited by the Me'iri 
as Rashi’s opinion, states that the proceeds are used for a 
free-will offering. This free-will offering is a burnt-offering, 
but it is not fully treated as the personal burnt-offering of 
the owner of the deferred sacrifice. In the case of a personal 
burnt-offering, the individual leans his hands on the animal 
prior to its slaughter and provides the accompanying liba- 
tions. In the case of a free-will burnt-offering, the owner 
does not lean his hands on the animal, public funds are 
used for the libations, and the hide of the animal is divided 
among all members of the priestly watch. 


HALAKHA 


One who separates a female for his Paschal lamb — 
ina TI wan: If one separates a female animal or a 
male animal in its second year as his Paschal lamb, it is left 
to graze until it develops a blemish; it is then sold and the 
money is used to purchase a Paschal lamb. If it does not 
develop a blemish until after the Paschal lamb is sacrificed, 
the money is used to purchase a peace-offering, as stated 
in the mishna. The distinction between the cases in which it 
develops a blemish before or after one sacrifices the Paschal 
lamb is based on a baraita in tractate Temura (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:4). 


HALAKHA 


One who separates his Paschal lamb and dies - w97 
mn) ins: If one separates an animal as his Paschal lamb 
and then dies, his son may not sacrifice it as a Paschal lamb. 
Rather, it is brought as a peace-offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:5). 
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G E M ARA Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Con- 


clude three halakhot from this mishna, con- 
cerning one who separates an unfit sheep as a Paschal lamb: Conclude 
from it that living things can be permanently deferred;" not only is a 
sacrifice that has already been slaughtered permanently deferred, but 
so is a living animal that has been separated as a sacrifice for which it is 
unfit. This is clear from the fact that a female animal separated as a 
Paschal lamb is not offered as a peace-offering, but rather redeemed for 
money, which is then used for free-will offerings. This mishna clearly 
supports one side of a dispute on this issue in tractate Yoma 63b. 


And furthermore, conclude from this that deferral at the outset, when 
the lamb is first consecrated, is considered a permanent deferral; even 
though the female animal was never fit for use as a Paschal lamb and 
therefore one might have thought that it should be brought as a peace- 
offering, the fact that it may not be brought as a peace-offering indicates 
that it has been completely deferred. (See tractate Sukka 33b for an 
opposing view.) And conclude from this that there is deferral not only 
with regard to the offering itself, but also with regard to the money of 
that offering, as the proceeds from the sale of the offering are used for 
free-will offerings rather than peace-offerings (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


The mishna states that if one who separates his Paschal lamb dies, his 

son may not sacrifice that animal as a Paschal lamb. Similarly, the Sages 

taught in the Tosefta: With regard to one who separates his Paschal 

lamb and dies, if his son is registered with him for that Paschal lamb, 
his son brings it for the purpose of a Paschal lamb, because if only 
one of the individuals registered for a Paschal lamb dies, the offering 

does not become entirely unfit. However, if his son is not registered 

with him, his son should bring it for the purpose of a peace-offering 

on the sixteenth of Nisan." The Gemara infers that on the sixteenth, 
yes, the son may sacrifice the offering, but on the fifteenth, which is the 

Festival day, no, he may not. This indicates that the tanna of this baraita 

holds that animals brought in order to fulfill vows and free-will of- 
ferings" are not offered on a Festival;" rather, only offerings that must 
be brought on the Festival are sacrificed on that day. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify the intent of the Tosefta: When did the 
father die?" If we say the father died before midday on the fourteenth, 
how is it possible to understand the continuation of the Tosefta, which 
states that if his son is registered with him, the son should bring it for 
the purpose of a Paschal lamb? Acute mourning applies to the son 
from the outset, before the Paschal lamb could be sacrificed, and an 
acute mourner may not sacrifice the Paschal lamb. 


Rather, can one say that he died after midday? But the continuation 
of the Tosefta says that if his son is not registered with him, the son 
should bring it for the purpose of a peace-offering; but midday es- 
tablished it as a Paschal lamb, in which case it should have the status of 
a Paschal lamb that was fit and then deferred, since the father was the 
sole registered participant. Such an animal is left to graze until it devel- 
ops a blemish; it is then sold, and its proceeds are used for free-will 
offerings. It may not be sacrificed as a peace-offering. 


Permanent deferral — »1M7: In the case of offerings or other 
mitzvot, when an object is no longer fit for its intended purpose 
or whatever reason, it is permanently deferred. In general, the 
halakha is that a deferred object becomes inherently disquali- 
fied due to the deferral itself. Therefore, in tractate Yoma (63b) 
he question was raised as to whether the disqualification that 
accompanies deferral applies to living animals that have not yet 
been invested with the full sanctity of a sacrifice. 


He should bring it...on the sixteenth of Nisan — ...13%°2) 
wy mw: The son could not offer the Paschal lamb on the 
ourteenth of Nisan because he was an acute mourner at that 
ime, and an acute mourner may not offer sacrifices (Tosefot 
Rid). 
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NOTES 
Vows and free-will offerings - mia321 O73: The difference 
between vows and free-will offerings is that a vow is taken as 
a personal obligation. In the case of a vow, if one states: | ac- 
cept upon myself a burnt-offering, he is obligated to bring the 
ering even if the animal dies or becomes disqualified from 
eing brought on the altar. Conversely, with regard to free-will 
erings, the animal itself is set aside to be an offering. In other 
words, if one states: This animal will be a burnt-offering, and the 
animal dies or becomes disqualified from being brought on the 
altar, no replacement is necessary. 


o © 


je) 


Vows and free-will offerings are not offered on a Festi- 
val — Sip opa par yp px niam OT: Although offerings are 
brought in the Temple on Shabbat and Festivals as part of the 


sacrificial rites, only those offerings that are required by the 
Torah for those days may be brought. Vows and free-will of- 
ferings, which are not part of the required service, may be 
brought during the intermediary days of the Festivals but not 
on the Festivals themselves, when unnecessary labor may not 
be performed. 


When did the father die — nyy agy maT: This question 
should be interpreted as referring to the Josefta, rather 
than the mishna, because the mishna can be explained in 
several different ways, as it offers less detail. In addition, Rav 
Ashi’s answer, for instance, cannot be applied to the mishna, as 
the mishna rules that living animals are permanently deferred 
(Hazon Ish). 
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The Gemara presents several resolutions of this difficulty. Rava 

said: Actually, one can answer that the father died before mid- 
day, and what does it mean when it says that his son should 

bring the animal for the purpose of a Paschal lamb? It means 

that he should bring it for the purpose of a Paschal lamb on the 

second Pesah, which is after the period of acute mourning. 


Abaye said: It teaches it disjunctively, meaning that the two 
clauses in the Tosefta address two different cases: If the father 
died after midday and his son was registered with him, the son 
should bring the animal for the purpose of a Paschal lamb, 
because midday establishes the son’s obligation to sacrifice the 
Paschal lamb. This obligation overrides the rabbinic status of 
acute mourning, which applies the night after one’s relative has 
died. If the father died before midday and his son was not 
registered with him, the son should bring it for the purpose of 
a peace-offering because midday did not formally establish the 
animal’s identity as a Paschal lamb. The Tosefta does not address 
the other two possible cases, i.e., the father dying after midday 
and his son not being registered with him, or the father dying 
before midday and his son being registered with him. 


Rav Sherevya said: Actually, the Tosefta is addressing a case in 
which the father died after midday, yet nonetheless the animal 
is not considered rejected and may be offered as a peace-offering; 
for example, this is the case if his father was on his death bed 
at midday. In that case, midday does not irreversibly classify the 
offering as a Paschal lamb, as it is known in advance that most 
people in such a condition die. 


Rav Ashi said: Actually, the Tosefta is addressing a case in which 
the father died after midday, and it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as he said that living animals are not 
deferred. According to this opinion, midday does not irrevers- 
ibly determine the status of the offering, as long as it has not yet 
been slaughtered." 


Ravina said that the Tosefta is referring to a case where one 
separated this Paschal lamb after midday and the owners died 
after midday; and this tanna holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Zeira stated earlier in the chapter that midday 
determines the status of the offering, and since it had not yet 


been separated by midday it cannot be rejected. 
MI S HN In the case of a Paschal lamb that was 
intermingled" with other offerings, 


such as guilt-offerings and burnt-offerings, and it is not known 
which animal was separated for which offering, all of them are 
left to graze until they develop a blemish and become unfit; and 
they are then sold, and with the proceeds of the choicest of 
them he must bring this type of sacrifice, and with the pro- 
ceeds of the choicest of them he must bring this other type of 
sacrifice, meaning that he must purchase one of each type of 
sacrifice that was intermingled at the value of the most expensive 
animal in the group. And he loses the difference from his own 
pocket. Not all the offerings were as expensive as the most valu- 
able animal in the group, yet he must purchase an animal for each 
type of offering for the value of the most expensive animal in the 


group. 


If a Paschal lamb was intermingled with firstborn animals," 
Rabbi Shimon says: If those whose offerings became mixed 
together were groups of priests, they may eat all of the animals 
on Passover night. This is because priests are permitted to eat the 
meat of a firstborn animal, and the slaughter and other services 
for a firstborn animal are the same as those for a Paschal lamb. 
The attending priests should state that they intend to sacrifice as 
a Paschal lamb whichever animal is the Paschal lamb and to 
sacrifice as a firstborn animal whichever animal is a firstborn. 


HALAKHA = —W¥——_—_———_- 
Before and after midday - nisn anh nisn op: If one sepa- 
rates his Paschal lamb and then dies, and his son is registered 
together with him, the son may sacrifice the animal as a Paschal 
lamb. However, this is true only if the father dies after midday. If 
he dies before midday, his son's offering is deferred to the second 
Pesah, and he sacrifices the animal as his Paschal lamb at that 
time. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi 
(Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:5). 


A Paschal lamb that was intermingled - aqwnaw npa: If a 
Paschal lamb is intermingled with sacrifices other than peace- 
offerings, all the animals are left to graze until they develop a 
blemish. The owner must then sacrifice an animal as valuable 
as the most expensive animal in the group for each type of of- 
fering that is present, and he supplements the extra cost of the 
animals from his own funds (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 4:8). 


NOTES 


Firstborn animals — niviaa: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or 
goats belonging to a Jew is sacred from birth and must be given 
to a priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the Temple, with its flesh 
eaten by the priests and their families (Numbers 18:17-18). If a 
firstborn animal acquired a physical blemish which disqualified it 
from being sacrificed as an offering, it could be slaughtered and 
eaten like any other non-sacred kosher animal. Nevertheless, it still 
had to be given to a priest. 

It is prohibited to intentionally inflict a disqualifying blemish 
on a firstborn animal, and it may not be used for any mundane 
purpose even if it is blemished. It is prohibited to work the ani- 
mal, and its fleece may not be used. Since the destruction of the 
Second Temple, a firstborn continues to be considered sacred. 
However, since it cannot be sacrificed in the Temple, and as it 
may be slaughtered only if it has a marked disqualifying blemish, 
various halakhic devices are employed to restrict the classification 
of animals as firstborn and to permit their slaughter as non-sacred 
animals after they acquire disqualifying blemishes. 
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HALAKHA 


A Paschal lamb that became intermingled with firstborn 
animals — nivina3 awm ns: If a Paschal lamb is inter- 
mingled with firstborn animals, all the animals are left to 
graze until they develop blemishes. At that point, the sanctity 
of the Paschal lamb is transferred to another animal that is as 
fine as the choicest animal in the mixed group, which is then 
sacrificed as a peace-offering. The animals are then eaten in 
accordance with the rules governing a blemished firstborn 
animal (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:8). 


Causing sacrifices to become disqualified - wtp NNIT 
Toan mab: One may not minimize the time period in which 
an offering may be eaten and thereby create a situation in 
which it may become disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:12). 


A group whose Paschal lamb was lost - anpa "agw mnan: 
If a group loses its Paschal lamb and sends one person to 
search for it and slaughter it on their behalf, and he does 
so, but meanwhile the other members of the group take 
another Paschal lamb and slaughter it, then the following 
halakha applies: If the original Paschal lamb was slaughtered 
first, the entire group eats from it and the second Paschal 
lamb is burned. Everything stated in the mishna is accepted 
as practical halakha (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 3:4-8). 


NOTES 

As he said that it is permitted to cause offerings to be 
considered disqualified - 037 mab owstp PRIR vax: In 
he Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that Rabbi Shimon did not 
actually permit one to cause offerings to be considered dis- 
qualified. He assumed that the members of the group eating 
he Paschal lamb would be very careful to eat all of the meat 
and not to leave over any of it to the morning. 


Go and search — wp X¥: Apparently, they also say to him 
hat if he does not find it, he should purchase another Paschal 
amb for them and sacrifice it (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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GE M ARA The Gemara challenges Rabbi Shimon’s 


statement permitting priests to eat a Pas- 
chal lamb that became intermingled with firstborn animals:" How 
can all of the animals be eaten according to the strictures of the 
Paschal lamb? They will cause offerings to be considered dis- 
qualified unnecessarily. A firstborn animal may be eaten for two 
days and one night while a Paschal lamb must be eaten in one 
night; therefore, eating the firstborn animals according to the 
strictures of the Paschal lamb will cause them to be disqualified 
and burned once morning arrives, despite the fact that they are 
not actually disqualified yet. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon conforms to his standard 
line of reasoning, as he said that it is permitted to cause offer- 
ings to be considered disqualified,’ as we learned in a mishna: 
If a guilt-offering became intermingled with a peace-offering, 
what should be done? Rabbi Shimon says: One should slaughter 
all of them in the northern part of the Temple courtyard, like a 
guilt-offering, because it is permitted to slaughter a peace-offering 
there, even though it is not obligatory to do so. And they should 
be eaten as the stricter of them would be, according to the rules 
of a guilt-offering, which is a sacrifice of the most sacred order. 
Therefore, they must be eaten in the Temple courtyard over the 
course of one day and night, unlike sacrifices of minor sanctity, 
and may not be distributed to family members of the priests 
anywhere in Jerusalem,. 


The Rabbis said to him: One may not cause offerings to be 
considered disqualified," and since one of the animals is a peace- 
offering one may not treat it as a guilt-offering, which minimizes 
the time period in which it may be eaten and which may lead to it 
being burned unnecessarily. This indicates that Rabbi Shimon is 
not concerned with this possibility. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, what should we 
do if a Paschal lamb is intermingled with firstborn animals? First- 
born animals are sanctified from birth, and their sanctity takes 
effect on them alone. Rava said: We wait for the owner until the 
animals are blemished, and at that point he will bring a fat, un- 
sanctified animal and say: Anywhere that the Paschal lamb is, 
its sanctity should apply to this new animal. The new animal is 
then brought as a peace- offering. And with regard to the original 
group of animals, he eats them according to the laws of a blem- 
ished firstborn animal. Such an animal is considered unsanctified 
and is eaten by priests, albeit with certain limitations, such as 
the fact that the meat cannot be weighed or sold in a degrading 
manner. 


WA rataa crate whose Feet 


lamb was lost," and they said to one 
member of the group: Go and search" for our Paschal lamb, and 
when you find it, slaughter it on our behalf; and he went and 
found the missing offering and slaughtered it on behalf of the 
entire group, but in the meantime they took a different animal 
and slaughtered it as a Paschal lamb, the halakha is as follows: If 
his Paschal lamb was slaughtered first, he eats from his offering, 
as he is considered to be registered specifically for that offering, 
and they eat with him from his offering, because he included 
them in his offering and it belongs to the entire group. The second 
animal does not have any registrants and is therefore burned. And 
if theirs was slaughtered first, they eat from theirs because they 
withdrew from the original offering through the act of slaughter- 
ing a replacement, and he eats from his because he was not reg- 
istered for the replacement offering sacrificed by the remainder of 
his group. 


DDW TTD TPY YIT He DN) 
— IMCD DPW WNW IX JWI 
pois yx OM bwn Daix xin 
mwa 1a xy? aoe iny 

ay npa miwyba proa 


WINK MINN DN 179 12% 
INDY n omo syg aba shy 
P- pho ow OW oe avn 
agay bais ram gown paix 
DIK xan - JOKI arn hw on 

ogn poix j m, bon 


DDW TTD TPY YIT He DN) 
— IMCD DPI WNW IX JWT 
bain ie KIM hen pooin ya 
mwa mab xy tow) gay 

2 MDS nivy 1091 


Hae posits - i ayaa) 1a vag 
TIA TN IIT PR ONY PONTIA 
m PREP paw - wx] oN? 

AD wT 


px 15 sax x) 199 vox xd 
mm pers 


- PMS aww niva nw 
PIWA DKI TIN m powin by 
byy b xa byn IIX TX ab 
dybryt xa byo 10N) pin 
KT abw oN Dni on 7D) 
Jen niawa pp - ma noan 
KIT TYV oxy bw by DaN 
shen niswn ip - manoa 

Tye by aang 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


And if it is not known which of the offerings was slaughtered first, 
or if both the group and the individual slaughtered them together, 
he eats from his and they do not eat with him in case theirs was 
slaughtered first, and theirs must be taken out to the place desig- 
nated for burning. The offering slaughtered by the group may not be 
eaten due to the concern that it was slaughtered second and the mem- 
bers of the group would therefore have been included in the first of- 
fering. However, they are exempt from performing the offering of 
the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah, because they were included in 
the slaughter of whichever animal was slaughtered first. It is only due 
to external circumstances that they cannot complete the mitzva by 
eating the Paschal lamb, and this does not prevent them from fulfilling 
their obligation. 


A somewhat different case of a lost Paschal lamb would occur if the 
group had sent one member as an agent to search for the lost animal, 
and the agent said to the other members of the group before he left: 
If I am late, go and slaughter a Paschal lamb for me. He then went 
and found the lost Paschal lamb and slaughtered it, and they took 
another animal and slaughtered it as a Paschal lamb. In that case, if 
theirs was slaughtered first, they eat from theirs and he eats with 
them, because he requested to be included in their offering and they 
registered him for their Paschal lamb. And if his was slaughtered first, 
he eats from his and they eat from theirs, because the fact that they 
slaughtered a different animal indicates that they have withdrawn from 
the original offering. 


And ifit is not known which of the animals was slaughtered first, or 
if both the group and the individual slaughtered them together, they 
eat from theirs because they definitely withdrew from the original 
offering by slaughtering a different one, and he does not eat with 
them because he also intended to be included in the animal he slaugh- 
tered and it is not clear which was slaughtered first. Therefore, his 
must be taken out to the place designated for burning; and he is 
exempt from performing the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb on the 
second Pesah. 


If he said to them that if he is delayed they should include him in 
their Paschal lamb, and they said to him that if he finds the original 
offering he should slaughter it on their behalf, all of them eat from 
the first sacrifice that was slaughtered. And if it is not known which 
of them was slaughtered first, both of them must be taken out to 
the place designated for burning, and the entire group is exempt from 
participating in the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


If he did not say anything to them and they did not say anything to 
him," meaning that neither side granted the other authority to slaugh- 
ter a Paschal lamb on its behalf, they are not responsible for each 
other, and the members of the group eat their Paschal lamb while the 
individual sent to find the lost animal eats from his own offering. The 
reason for this is that the individual is registered only for the original 
offering, while the other members of the group withdrew from that 
lost offering by sacrificing a different Paschal lamb. 


Two groups whose Paschal lambs have become intermingled" and 

they do not know which one belongs to which group should act in the 

following manner: These members of the first group draw one of the 

animals separated as a Paschal lamb for themselves, and those mem- 
bers of the second group draw one for themselves. One of these, a 

member of one group, comes to those, the members of the other 
group, and one of those members of the second group comes to these 

members of the first group. And this is what each group says to the 

member of the other group who has come to join them: If this Paschal 

lamb that is now in our possession is ours, you are withdrawn from 

the Paschal lamb that was yours, and you are registered for our 

Paschal lamb and you may eat from it. And if this Paschal lamb is 

yours, meaning that it actually belongs to the other group, including 

this individual, we are hereby withdrawn from ours and we are 

registered for your Paschal lamb, which you agree to share with us. 
The other group makes the same statement. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


He did not say anything to them and they did not say 
anything to him — b way xd) i ny x: Even if they 
hinted to each other or it was understood from their 
actions that each side granted the other authority to 
slaughter a Paschal lamb on its behalf, it does not take 
effect if they did not grant authority verbally (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


Whose Paschal lambs have become intermingled — 
pnpa awna: With regard to other offerings, if two of- 
ferings of the same type belonging to different individu- 
als become intermingled, the priests proceed with the 
service of each offering and declare that each one is being 
slaughtered on behalf of whomever it belongs to. How- 
ever, the Paschal lamb may be eaten only by those who 
have registered for it. Therefore, it is necessary to clarify 
which offering belongs to which group (Tosefot Rid). 
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And similarly, if there were five groups of five people each or of ten 
people each, they draw one person from each and every group, and 
they say this statement mentioned in the case of two groups. The 
remaining member or members of each group will grant the represen- 
tatives of the other groups that have come to join them a share in the 
Paschal lamb, and they will acquire a share in it for themselves in case 
the animal they have chosen belonged originally to one of the other 
groups. 


In the case of two individuals whose Paschal lambs became inter- 
mingled and each person was the only one registered for his offering, 
what should they do? This person draws one of the Paschal lambs for 
himself and that person draws one for himself; this person registers 

someone from the marketplace with him on his Paschal lamb and 

that person registers someone from the marketplace with him on 

his Paschal lamb. 


Once this has been done, this one comes to that person from the 
marketplace who has been added to the other person's sacrifice, and 
that one comes to this person from the marketplace who has been 
added to the first person’s sacrifice, and this is what they say: If this 
Paschal lamb is mine, you are withdrawn from yours and you are 
V eied for mine, and if this is your Paschal lamb, I am with- 
drawn from mine and I am hereby registered for yours, as described 
previously. The reason it is necessary for each individual to add an 
additional person to his Paschal lamb, is to ensure that when each 
person withdraws from his original Paschal lamb and registers for the 
other, no Paschal lamb will be left ownerless for any amount of time. 


GEMARA The Sages taught: If he, the agent, said to 


the other members of the group that if they 
slaughter their Paschal lamb first they should include him, and they 
said to him that if he slaughters his Paschal lamb first he should 
include them, all of them eat from the first Paschal lamb that was 
slaughtered, and the second one must be burned. If he did not 
say this to them and they did not say this to him, they are not 
responsible for each other, and each side eats its own Paschal lamb. 


From here the Sages stated: Silence is fitting for the wise, and a 
fortiori the same is true for fools. In the case under discussion, had 
neither side appointed the other to slaughter the Paschal lamb on its 
behalf, both offerings would be valid and would be consumed. When 
each side appointed the other to slaughter the Paschal lamb on its 
behalf, only the first one slaughtered may be eaten while the second 
one must be burned. This is as it is stated: “Even a fool, when 
he holds his peace, is considered wise; and he that shuts his lips 
is esteemed as a man of understanding” (Proverbs 17:28). 


The mishna addressed the question of what two individuals whose 

Paschal lambs were intermingled should do. The Gemara suggests: 
Let us say that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita that the verse which states: 

“And if the household be too little for a lamb” (Exodus 12:4) teach- 
es that the members of the group may keep decreasing, meaning it 
is permissible for them to withdraw from the offering, provided one 

of the original members of the group remains; this is the statement 

of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: It is permissible for them to 

withdraw provided they do not leave the Paschal lamb for any 
amount of time on its own, without anyone registered for it. In the 

mishna, the two original owners forego their shares in their own 
Paschal lambs, and the only remaining members of each group are 

people who were added from the marketplace, who were not original 

owners from the time the animal was separated as a Paschal lamb. This 

is apparently not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if you say that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, since Rabbi Yehuda said 
elsewhere that one may not slaughter the Paschal lamb for an 
individual, meaning that there must be at least two people regis- 
tered for each Paschal lamb, in this case, in which only one person 
was registered for a Paschal lamb, from the beginning it stood to 
have another person registered with the original owner. Therefore, 
the person who joins later is like one of the original members of 
the group. 


Rav Ashi said: The mishna is also precisely worded in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it teaches: And similarly, five 
groups of five each. This indicates that if each group has five, yes, 
the solution of sending four of them to join the other groups is vi- 
able, but if there were four groups of five and a fifth group of only 
four," there is no way to employ the solution of the mishna. Is it 
not because none of the original members of the group would 
remain with it if all four members of the group would join the 
other four groups, and it is prohibited to leave a Paschal lamb with- 
out any of the original members of its group? The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, learn from it that the mishna follows the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. 
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The Gemara established that the second Pesah is considered an independent Festival. 
Therefore, one who is unable to participate in the first Pesah and willingly neglects 
to participate in the second is liable to receive karet. However, one who is entirely 
exempt from participating in the first Pesah is not liable to receive karet even if he 
willingly neglects to bring a Paschal lamb on the second Pesah. 


There are two classes of halakhot of Passover. The halakhot relating directly to sacrifice 
of the Paschal lamb itself are identical for both the first and second Pesah. However, 
associated halakhot and mitzvot, such as the command to destroy leaven, apply only 
on the first Pesah. 


There are two cases in which one is considered exempt from the first Pesah: One who 
was ritually impure and could not become pure by the time of sacrifice and one who 
was a distance of more than fifteen mil from the Temple at that time. 


This chapter also addressed the halakhot of an invalid Paschal lamb. A Paschal lamb 
is categorized as a type of peace-offering. As such, in many cases, when a Paschal 
lamb is disqualified from being used for its purpose, it defaults to a peace-offering. 
For example, a Paschal lamb that was lost and located only after it was supposed to 
be sacrificed and an animal that has been substituted for such an animal are treated 
as if they are peace-offerings. Similarly, a Paschal lamb that was lost and then found 
in time to be sacrificed must be left to graze until it develops a disqualifying blemish, 
at which point it may be sold and its money used to purchase peace-offerings. Also, 
a Paschal lamb whose owners died is brought as a peace-offering. 


If two Paschal lambs belonging to different groups became mixed up or it was un- 
clear for some other reason which lamb belonged to which group, if the animals 
had still not been slaughtered, then all the members of the groups had to withdraw 
their registration and then reregister with a particular animal using the appropriate 
stipulations. If the slaughter had already taken place, or the stipulations could not be 
made, then although the members were considered to have fulfilled their obligations 
to sacrifice the Paschal lamb, they may not partake of it. 
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That you shall say: It is the sacrifice of the Lord’s Paschal offering, for 
He passed over the houses of the children of Israel in Egypt, when He 
smote the Egyptians, and delivered our houses. And the people bowed 
the head and worshipped. 

(Exodus 12:27) 


And you shall tell your son on that day, saying: It is because of this which 
the Lord did for me when I came forth out of Egypt. 
(Exodus 13:8) 


And it shall be when your son asks you in time to come, saying: What is 
this? that you shall say to him: By strength of hand the Lord brought us 
out from Egypt, from the house of bondage. 

(Exodus 13:14) 


You shall eat no leavened bread with it; seven days shall you eat matzot 
with it, the bread of affliction; for you came out of the land of Egypt in 
haste, that you may remember the day when you came out of the land of 
Egypt all the days of your life. 

(Deuteronomy 16:3) 


You shall have a song as in the night when a feast is hallowed; and glad- 
ness of heart, as when one goes with a flute to come into the mountain of 
the Lord, to the Rock of Israel. 

(Isaiah 30:29) 


This chapter forms the conclusion of the second section of Pesahim, tractate Pesah 
Sheni. It deals with the order of Passover night and the customs and halakhot as- 
sociated with the consumption of the Paschal lamb and other mitzvot of the night. 


There are three mitzvot on Passover night mandated by Torah law: The consump- 
tion of the Paschal lamb together with matza and maror, the consumption of the 
matza, and the mitzva to recount the narrative of the Exodus. Additionally, the Sages 
introduced several enactments in order to emphasize the nature of the holiday and 
to publicize its miracle. These include the requirement to drink four cups of wine 
as an expression of freedom and grandeur. A further expression of one’s freedom is 
achieved by the requirement to recline while eating. Other practices are described 
whose goal is to spark even young children’s interest in order to encourage them to 
ask their fathers questions about the activities of the night, therefore providing the 
ideal context in which to recount the events of the Exodus. 


All these practices, their details, and the order in which they are to be fulfilled form 
the content of this chapter. 
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MISHNA On the eve of Passover," adjacent to 


minha time, a person may not eat" until 
dark," so that he will be able to eat matza that night with a hearty 
appetite. Even the poorest of Jews should not eat the meal on 
Passover night until he reclines"®™ on his left side, as free and 
wealthy people recline when they eat. And the distributors of 
charity should not give a poor person less" than four cups" of 
wine" for the Festival meal of Passover night. And this halakha 
applies even if the poor person is one of the poorest members of 
society and receives his food from the charity plate." 


GEMARA”™ Gemara expresses surprise at the 


mishna’s statement that one may not eat 
on Passover eve from the time that is adjacent to minha. Why 
discuss this halakha particularly with regard to the eves of Pass- 
over? Even on the eves of Shabbat and other Festivals it is also 
prohibited to eat in the late afternoon, as it was taught in a barai- 
ta: A person should not eat on the eves of Shabbat and Festivals 
from minha time onward, so that he will enter Shabbat when 
he has a desire to eat and he will enjoy the Shabbat meal; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: One may 
continue eating until dark." 


Rav Huna said: The mishna was necessary only according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that one may continue 
eating until dark. According to his opinion, the mishna is neces- 
sary to emphasize that this applies only on the eves of Shabbat 
and Festivals. But on the eve of Passover, due to the obligation 
to eat matza," Rabbi Yosei concedes that one must refrain from 
eating in the afternoon, so that he will eat matza with a good 
appetite. 


Rav Pappa said: Even if you say that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, there is still a difference be- 
tween the eves of Shabbat and other Festivals, as compared with 
the eve of Passover. There, on the eves of Shabbat and other 
Festivals, it is only from minha time onward that it is prohibited 
to eat, but adjacent to minha time it is permitted. However, on 
the eve of Passover, even adjacent to minha time, it is also pro- 
hibited to eat. For this reason, the mishna is referring specifically 
to the eve of Passover. 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 


Eating on the eve of Passover - mp5 wa TPX: It is pro- 
hibited to eat on Passover eve from shortly before the time 
of the lesser, i.e., the later, minha, from the end of the ninth 
hour of the day, until nightfall. Some authorities state that one 
should be stringent and not eat bread after midday, the time of 
the greater, i.e., earlier, minha (Beer Heitev, citing Ran; Maharil; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 47171). 


Until dark - Jwnmw sy: It is proper to begin the seder on 
Passover night as soon as possible after nightfall, before the 
children fall asleep (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4721). 


Eating while reclining - 72072 TPX: On Passover, everyone 
must consume the matza and the four cups of wine while 
reclining to his left (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:2). 


The obligation of four cups of wine - nidia yaY% nain: Those 
who distribute charity funds are obligated to give four cups of 
wine to each poor person for Passover night (Mishna Berura, 
citing the Rambam, Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, and Rashbam). Even 
a poor person who survives on charity must obtain four cups 
of wine in any way possible, even if he has no option other 
than to borrow money or sell his clothes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 47213). 


Eating on the eves of Shabbat and Festivals - ava TP% 
aam ninaw: It is preferable not to eat a full meal on the eve 
of Shabbat or a Festival after the end of the ninth hour, shortly 
before the later minha. However, this is not an absolute prohibi- 
tion. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 249:2 and 529:1; Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Reclining — 7302: In ancient times, it was customary to eat 
at important gatherings in a reclining position. This was per- 
formed only by distinguished and wealthy people who had the 
time to relax and converse while eating. 


Greek fresco with men reclining 


The eve of Passover — MDS Ji: There are two basic textual 
variations of the opening phrase of the mishna. Some texts read 
erev, meaning eve in the singular, while others state arvei, eves. 
Several commentaries explain that the plural form is referring 
o the eve of Passover each and every year. Alternatively, i 
udes to the biblical phrase used in the context of the Pascha 
amb: In the afternoon [bein ha‘arbayim], which is in the plura 
(Mordekhai; see also Tosafot). 

The term Passover eve is apparently imprecise, as the Pascha 
amb, which is called the Passover in the Torah, is sacrificed 
on the fourteenth of the month of Nisan. This means that the 
eve of the Passover is the thirteenth of Nisan. However, it has 
been noted that the book of Joshua also calls the Festival itsel 
Passover (Tosefot Rid). 


o% 


Reclining on Passover - nba nap: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
it is stated that slaves normal y ate “while standing, as they did 
not have time to eat. Therefore, on Passover everyone eats in a 
reclining position as a display of freedom and dignity. 


Not give less — anna» x: Some commentaries explain that 
this phrase, which literally means: They should not have less 
than, is referring to the poor people themselves, rather than 
the distributors of charity. According to this interpretation, the 


mishna is indicating that even the very poor should sell their 
belongings to obtain four cups of wine, even if they will have 
to accept food from the charity plate as a result (Ritva, citing 
Rabbi Yehiel of Paris). 


Four cups - nipa ya: The Rashbam cites the idea that these 
four cups correspond to the four expressions of redemption: “I 
will bring you out,’ will deliver you;""! will redeem you,’ and 
“| will take you” (Exodus 6:6-7). The Me'iri explains that each 
expression is referring to a different stage of the redemption. 
The phrase: I will bring you out from under the burdens of the 
Egyptians” is referring to the redemption from actual physical 
slave labor. “I will deliver you from their bondage" speaks of the 
release of the Jewish people from the subjugation of a foreign 
power. “| will redeem you with an outstretched arm’ alludes to 
how God will strike the enemies of the Jewish people and free 
them until they are even more powerful than their erstwhile 
masters. “I will take you to me for a people and | will be to you 
a God" teaches that God will take the Jews as His chosen people 
and give them His Torah. 


In the Jerusalem Talmud, other reasons are cited for the 
mitzva of four cups of wine. One suggestion is that they cor- 
respond to the four times a cup is mentioned with regard to 


Pharaoh's dream and Joseph's interpretation. These cups also 
parallel the four cups of destruction stated with regard to the 
nations of the world. Furthermore, the four cups allude to the 
four cups of comfort written concerning Israel: “O Lord, the 
portion of my inheritance and of my cup” (Psalms 16:5), “My cup 
runs over” (Psalms 23:5), and “I will raise the cup of salvations 
(Psalms 116:13). The latter verse employs the plural salvations, 
indicating that it is speaking of two cups. 


” 


Even from the charity plate - "man ya Toy: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is noted that although it is unpleasant for one to 
receive his food by means of charity, the Sages required one to 
do so for the four cups of wine. 


Due to the obligation to eat matza - 7¥97 KYN DWN: Al- 
though there is a Torah obligation to recite kiddush and drink 
wine on Shabbat, the primary duty is the recitation itself, 
whereas drinking the wine is secondary. This is not the case 
concerning eating matza on Passover, which is a Torah obliga- 
tion (Tosefot Rid). Admittedly, one must eat bread on Shabbat, 
but it is possible to postpone the night meal to Shabbat day, 
provided that one eats a total of three meals on Shabbat. Con- 
sequently, matza is the only example of a Torah obligation to 
eat at night (Mitzpe Eitan). 
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NOTES 

Perhaps this baraita is corrupted - xnwavn xoy 
x: The Sages were familiar with many baraitot. Some 
were organized into collections, while others were iso- 
lated statements. Since most baraitot were not carefully 
reviewed for accuracy, only a few collections of baraitot 
were universally accepted as reliable, e.g., those taught 
in the academies of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Oshaya. All 
other baraitot were suspected of inaccuracies or impre- 
cise formulations. 


And according to Rav Huna does it work out well — 
KIDD I KIT at: Admittedly, Rav Huna’s explanation 
is challenged only on the basis of the statement of an- 
other amora, not from a ruling of tanna‘im. However, 
Rav Pappas opinion was also rejected by a decision of 
an amora, Rav Pinehas, son of Rav Ami. Therefore, if Rav 
Huna's opinion is disputed by amora’im, it is no better 
than that of Rav Pappa (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 
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The Gemara asks: And on the eve of Shabbat adjacent to minha 
time, is it permitted to eat? But wasn’t the following taught in a 
baraita? A person may not eat on the eve of Shabbat and Festivals 
from nine hours onward, so that he will enter Shabbat when he 
is filled with the desire to eat; this is the statement of Rabbi Ye- 
huda. Rabbi Yosei says: One may continue eating until dark. 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, even on Shabbat eve one 
may not eat from before the time of the lesser minha, which is at 
nine and a half hours of the day. 


Mar Zutra said: Who will say to us that this version of the baraita 
is accurate? 


Perhaps this baraita is corrupted," and therefore it cannot serve as 
the basis of an objection. 


Mareimar said to him, and some say it was Rav Yeimar: I hap- 
pened to come to the Festival lecture of Rav Pinehas, son of Rav 
Ami, and the tanna who recited mishnayot stood up and taught 
this baraita before him, and he accepted it. This incident proves 
that the above version of the baraita is accepted and considered 
accurate. If so, the aforementioned objection to Rav Pappa’s opinion 
on the basis of the baraita remains difficult. Rather, Rav Pappa’s 
answer is insufficient, and it is clear that the mishna must be under- 
stood in accordance with the explanation of Rav Huna. In other 
words, the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
who maintains that although one may eat until dark on the eves of 
Shabbat and other Festivals, it is prohibited to eat on Passover eve 
from shortly before the lesser minha until nightfall. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the explanation of Rav Huna, 
does it work out well?" But didn’t Rabbi Yirmeya say that Rabbi 
Yohanan said, and some say that Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi 
Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina said: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the eve of Passover, 
and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
with regard to the eve of Shabbat? 


The Gemara infers from the above statement: From the fact that it 
was necessary to say that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the eve of Passover, this 
proves by inference that Rabbi Yosei disagrees with regard to 
both cases, both the eves of Shabbat and other Festivals, as well as 
Passover eve. Consequently, it is impossible to ascribe to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei the mishna’s prohibition against eating on the 
eve of Passover, as he evidently permits one to eat until dark even 
on Passover eve. 


The Gemara answers: No; the statement should be understood as 
follows: When it was said that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, this proves by inference that they 
disagree with regard to interruption. Even Rabbi Yosei agrees 
that one may not start eating on Passover eve from minha time on- 
ward, but he maintains that one who started to eat is not obligated 
to interrupt his meal even when the Festival begins. 


As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei 
disagree about interrupting a meal: If people were eating on the eve 
of Shabbat, they must interrupt for Shabbatot, meaning that once 
Shabbat begins, they must interrupt their meal, clear away the table, 
and recite the evening prayers and kiddush before continuing their 
meal; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: 
These diners need not interrupt their meal. 
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The baraita continues by relating a story: And there was an inci- 
dent involving Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, and Rabbi Ye- 
huda, and Rabbi Yosei, who were reclining and eating together 
in Akko on Friday afternoon, and the day of Shabbat was sancti- 
fied, i.e, Shabbat began. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said to 
Rabbi Yosei: Berabbi, a title for an important man of distin- 
guished lineage, is it your will that we should interrupt and be 
concerned for the statements of our colleague Yehuda," who 
maintains that one is obligated to interrupt his meal? 


He said to him: Each and every day you cherish my statements 
before those of Rabbi Yehuda, and rule in accordance with my 
opinion, and now you cherish the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
before me? Rabbi Yosei continued by applying a verse to this 
situation: “Will he even force the queen before me in the 
house?” (Esther 7:8). 


Rabban Shimon said to him: If so, if displaying concern for Rab- 
bi Yehuda’s opinion will be viewed as a halakhic ruling, we will 
not interrupt,’ as perhaps the students will see that we have 
broken off our meal and will establish the halakha for genera- 
tions in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Sages 
later said: They did not move from there until they established 
the halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, that 
one need not interrupt one’s meal on the eve of Shabbat and 
Festivals. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is not in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that one 
must interrupt one’s meal by removing the table entirely, nor is it 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who ruled that 
one need not interrupt one’s meal at all. Rather, one must spread 
a cloth over one’s table and recite kiddush," after which he may 
continue his meal. The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav 
Tahalifa bar Avdimi say that Shmuel said: Just as one interrupts 
for kiddush, 


NOTES 


Be concerned for the statements of our colleague Yehuda — 
wpan an nat wan: Textual variants of this story provide 

conflicting accounts as to whether or not Rabbi Yehuda was 

present at the time. According to one version, Rabban Shimon 

ben Gamliel asked Rabbi Yosei if he wished to wait for Rabbi 

Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei answered that they were not obligated to 

wait for reasons of etiquette, and if they were to interrupt their 
meal to do so, this could be interpreted as a halakhic ruling 

(see Maharam Halawa). 


If so we will not interrupt - p993 x 12 ON: Had Rabbi Yosei 

not protested the interruption, the students would have as- 
sumed that they waited out of respect for Rabbi Yehuda, not 
that this indicated a halakhic ruling. However, after Rabbi Yosei 

expressed his opposition to interrupting the meal, if the other 
Sages had disregarded his wishes, their actions would indeed 

have been interpreted as a halakhic ruling in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Spread a cloth and recite kiddush — wpa man DTS: Some 


geonim explain that one must cover the food with a cloth be- 
fore reciting kiddush over the wine. According to the halakha 
as established in Berakhot, one who neglects to cover the 
bread must recite the blessing over the bread before the wine. 
Since this person has ended his previous meal and is about to 
recite a new set of blessings, if the bread is left on the table 
he would be obligated to recite the blessing over the bread 
before kiddush. Therefore, the bread is covered to allow the 
prior recitation of kiddush. Some commentaries explain that 
this is the reason for the prevalent custom to cover the bread 
at the beginning of the Shabbat meal. 

However, most commentaries maintain that Shmuel 
requires one to cover the food as a symbolic equivalent to 
removing the table entirely, and this is not connected to the 
general practices of Shabbat meals. They assert that the com- 
mon practice to spread a cloth over the bread on Shabbat is 
either due to the issue of reciting a blessing over the wine 
before that of bread or to commemorate the manna that fell in 
the desert, which was enveloped by layers of dew (see Meri). 


HALAKHA 

Spread a cloth and recite kiddush — wpa naa DTS: With 
regard to people who are eating a meal on Shabbat eve, even 
if they started early in the day, once Shabbat arrives they must 
interrupt their meal, spread a cloth over the bread, and recite 
kiddush. The bread must be covered so that it will look as 
though it were brought out after kiddush in honor of the Shab- 
bat meal (Rashbam; Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh HaRav). 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, as 
in the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that his view is in accor- 
dance with the majority of the Sages, who disagreed with the 
opinions of both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 271:4). 
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NOTES 


Rabba bar Rav Huna happened - yop KIT 37 73 727: 
According to one explanation, Rabba bar Rav Huna’s hosts 
had not yet started to eat. Rabba bar Rav Huna covered 
the bread, not because they had to interrupt the meal, but 
to give the appearance that the entire meal had begun 
with the wine (Maharam Halawa). If this interpretation is 
accepted, this incident is unrelated to Shmuel’s ruling. 


And the Sages agree that one may bring. ..only if — jw 
2 OX KYN.. .pxaa pw: The commentaries dispute the 
identity ‘of the Sages who agree with this halakha. They 
also dispute the precise circumstances of this case. Some 
explain that it is referring to Passover, as even Rabbi Yosei 
agrees that one may not bring the table before kiddush on 
Passover, ab initio (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Ran). However, the 
Rashbam maintains that this halakha applies to Shabbat as 
well. Others explain that this halakha applies to all Festivals, 
as one should not bring or set the table before the Festival 
commences, so as not to look as though one wants to 
begin the meal before the Festival itself (She’iltot). 


And if one brought out the table, he should spread a 
cloth — 792 DV5 XIT DX: Most commentaries maintain 
that this statement is not a continuation of the previous 
section of the baraita. Rather, it is a general comment that 


serves as the basis for Shmuel's ruling, contrary to the opin- 


ions of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei (Tosefot Rid; Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi; Maharam Halawa; Ran). 

Those people who recited kiddush - 01% 3 ONIX 
wwppw: Some commentaries explain that this discussion 
applies only to the prayer leader, who actually recited the 
kiddush. It does not apply to those in attendance, who 
merely listened to his recital (Mikhtam). 
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so one interrupts for havdala? People eating a meal on Shabbat 
until after nightfall must interrupt their meal to recite havdala. The 
Gemara inquires: What is the meaning of the phrase: One inter- 
rupts? Is it not referring to removing the table? The Gemara an- 
swers: No, it is referring to spreading a cloth, which is sufficient for 
havdala as well. 


The Gemara relates: Rabba bar Rav Huna happened" to come to 
the house of the Exilarch. His hosts were reclining for a meal, and 
the attendants brought a table before him so he could eat as well. 
Since Shabbat had already started, he spread a cloth over the food 
and recited kiddush. That was also taught in a baraita: And the 
Sages agree that one may bring the table only if" he has already 
recited kiddush; and if one brought out the table before kiddush, 
he should spread a cloth’ over the food and recite kiddush. 


It was taught in one baraita: Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, who 
disagree over whether it is permitted to eat from minha time on 
Shabbat eve and whether one must interrupt his meal, agree that 
one may not begin a meal from this time. And it was taught in the 
other baraita that they agree that one may begin a meal. The Ge- 
mara explains: Granted, that which was taught in the first baraita, 
that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei agree that one may not begin 
a meal, you will find that this is correct with regard to the eve of 
Passover, as even Rabbi Yosei concedes that one may not start a 
meal on Passover eve ab initio. 


However, with regard to the other baraita, which taught that Rab- 
bi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei agree that one may begin, when does 
this halakha apply? If we say it is referring to the eve of Shabbat, 
this cannot be the case, as it was taught that Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Yosei indeed disagree over whether one may start a meal at 
that time. The Gemara answers: It is not difficult: Here, the baraita 
in which Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei agree that it is permitted 
to start anew meal, is referring to before nine hours of the day have 
passed, as everyone agrees that it is permitted to commence a meal 
at this time. Conversely, there, the baraita in which they disagree 
over whether it is permitted to start a new meal, is referring to later 
in the day, after nine hours. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the halakhot of kiddush: With 
regard to those people who recited kiddush" in the synagogue, as 
was customarily done at the conclusion of the prayer service on 
Shabbat night, Rav said: They have not fulfilled their obligation to 
recite a blessing over wine. That is, the blessing over the wine in the 
synagogue does not enable them to drink wine at home without an 
additional blessing. However, they have fulfilled their obligation 
of reciting kiddush. And Shmuel said: 


Even the obligation of kiddush they have not fulfilled, and they 
must recite kiddush again at home. The Gemara asks: But according 

to the opinion of Rav, why should one have to recite kiddush a 

second time at home if he has already fulfilled his obligation in the 

synagogue? The Gemara answers: He must repeat kiddush to fulfill 

the obligations of his children and the members of his household, 
who did not come to the synagogue. 
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The Gemara asks: But according to the opinion of Shmuel, why do 
I need to recite kiddush in the synagogue at all, if one does not 
fulfill his obligation with that kiddush? The Gemara answers: The 
purpose of kiddush in the synagogue is to fulfill the obligations of 
the guests" who eat and drink and sleep in the synagogue." Since 
these visitors are staying in the synagogue for Shabbat, they must 
hear kiddush there." 


And Shmuel follows his line of reasoning, as Shmuel said: There 

is no valid kiddush except in the place of one’s Shabbat meal." If 
one does not eat a meal in the location in which he recites kiddush, 
he has not fulfilled the mitzva of kiddush. The students understood 

from this statement that this halakha applies only when one goes 

from house to house and eats the Shabbat meal in a different house 

from the one in which he recited kiddush. But if one went from the 

place where he recited kiddush to another place" in one house, no, 
there is no problem, and he has fulfilled the mitzva of kiddush. 


However, Rav Anan bar Tahalifa said to the students: Many times 
I stood before Shmuel, and he descended from the roof to the 
ground floor and recited kiddush again. This indicates that Shmu- 
el maintains that even if one recites kiddush and eats the Shabbat 
meal in a different part of the same house, he must recite kiddush a 
second time. 


With regard to this halakha, the Gemara notes: And Rav Huna also 

maintains that there is no kiddush except in the place of one’s 

Shabbat meal. The proof of this is that Rav Huna once recited 

kiddush and his lamp was extinguished." And as it was difficult to 

eat in the dark, he brought his belongings to the wedding home 

of his son Rabba, where there was a lamp, and he recited kid- 
dush there and tasted some food. Apparently, Rav Huna main- 
tains that there is no kiddush except in the place of one’s Shabbat 
meal. 


The Gemara further comments: And Rabba also maintains that 
there is no kiddush except in the place of one’s Shabbat meal," as 
Abaye said: When I was in the house of my Master, Rabba, when 
he would recite kiddush he would say to us: Taste some food here, 
lest by the time you get to your place of lodging your lamp be 
extinguished," and you will not be able to recite kiddush in the 
place where you will eat. And with the kiddush you heard here 
you do not fulfill the mitzva, as there is no kiddush except in the 
place of one’s Shabbat meal. 


HALAKHA 


Kiddush in the synagogue - np37 maa wip: It is custom- 
ary to recite kiddush in the synagogue for the benefit of guests. 
Even nowadays, when guests do not usually spend Shabbat 
in the synagogue, this custom is maintained. However, the 
person who recites kiddush should not drink the wine, as he 
does not intend to eat his Shabbat meal there. Rather, the 
wine should be given to a child. The custom in Eretz Yisrael is 
not to recite kiddush in the synagogue (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 269:1). 


Kiddush...in the place of one’s Shabbat meal — nipia...w17977 
myo: The mitzva of kiddush can be fulfilled only in ‘the place 
where the Shabbat meal is eaten. If one recites kiddush and does 
not eat a meal in that same location, he has not fulfilled the 
mitzva of kiddush. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, contrary to that of Rav, as even the students of Rav 
acted in accordance with Shmuel’s ruling (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 273:1-3). 


From house to house. ..from place to place - nipan.. mv) man 
nipa: If one recited kiddush and proceeded to eat the Shabbat 
meal ‘elsewhere, even in a different room or on a different floor 
in the same house, he must recite kiddush again (Tosafot; Rosh; 
Rambam). However, moving to a different corner of the same 
room is not considered a change of place, even if the room is 
extremely large. Some authorities maintain that if one originally 


intended to move after kiddush to a different room in the same 
house, this is not considered a change of place and it is not nec- 
essary to repeat kiddush (Tur, citing the geonim). The Rema rules 
accordingly. Others contend that even one who moved from a 
house to a courtyard does not have to repeat kiddush, provided 
that he can see the courtyard from the place where he recited 
kiddush (Tur, citing Rav Sar Shalom Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 273:1). 


Kiddush...in the place of one's meal - TH yb Dipaa wimp: The 
geonim comment that one fulfills the mitzva of kiddush by eat- 
ing the Shabbat meal in the same location, only if he drinks one 
quarter-/og of wine in addition to the cup upon which he recited 
kiddush (Shulhan Arukh HaRav, citing Levush). Likewise, if one eats 
enough food to obligate himself to recite the concluding blessing 
abridging the three blessings [meein shalosh], he has fulfilled the 
mitzva of kiddush. It is considered as though he ate an entire mea 
there, as indicated by the statement of Rabba (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 273:5). 


Kiddush by the light of a lamp - 737 rind wap: The Rosh and 
Mordekhai state that one must recite kiddush in a place where 
there is light. Other authorities assert that kiddush is not de- 
pendent upon light. In fact, one may eat in his courtyard by 
moonlight, if he so desires (Tur; Rabbeinu Simha; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 273:7). 


NOTES 


To fulfill the obligations of the guests — Omi mind 
jin: The custom to recite kiddush in the synagogue 
in order to enable guests to fulfill their obligation was 
practiced in many congregations until quite recently. 
Nevertheless, the geonim were unsure whether or not 
kiddush should be recited in the synagogue in the ab- 
sence of guests. Some maintain that kiddush should not 
be recited in a case of this kind (Rav Hai Gaon), whereas 
other geonim ruled that it should be recited for people 
who do not have wine at home, or because the public 
recitation of kiddush includes beneficial spiritual effects 
and provides healing powers. 


Who eat...in the synagogue - XAW5 123.. SDN: 
The early commentaries question how guests could be 
permitted to eat and sleep in the synagogue, as these 
activities are generally prohibited inside a synagogue. 
Some answer that the Gemara is referring to synagogues 
outside of Eretz Yisrael, to which the full sanctity of a 
synagogue does not apply (see Josafot). Alternatively, 
they would stay in a side room outside the synagogue 
itself (Tosafot; Ran), or that it was permitted because 
housing itinerant guests was a communal mitzva (Ran). 
Yet other commentaries assert that since synagogues 
were originally constructed with the intention to use 
them for this purpose, eating and sleeping in them is 
permitted (Tosefot Rid; Maharam Halawa). 


Kiddush. ..in the place of one’s Shabbat meal - ...w1"97) 
mny Dipiaa: The Sages find an allusion to this idea in 
the verse “And you shall call Shabbat a delight” (Isaiah 
58:13), which indicates that the calling of Shabbat, which 
is kiddush, should take place in the location in which one 
delights in the Shabbat meal (She’i/tot; Halakhot Gedolot; 
see Rashbam). Some commentaries have sought to infer 
from here that one should not recite kiddush if he is 
going to eat only a very small amount afterward, as this 
cannot be considered delighting in the Shabbat meal. 


His lamp was extinguished - xy mb KPY: Al- 
though it is permitted to recite kiddush and eat one’s 
Shabbat meal in the absence of light, people generally 
do not like to eat in the dark. However, if one is able to eat 
in the dark or by moonlight, he may recite kiddush and 
eat his Shabbat meal in a dark place (geonim). 


XPT” p: PEREK X:101A 219 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


One may untie ritual fringes from one garment and tie 
them to another garment — nab 22 PPA: It is permit- 
ted to untie the ritual fringes from one garment to tie them 
onto another. However, it is prohibited to untie them for any 
other purpose (Tosafot), as this is considered a disgraceful 
use of a garment with which a mitzva was fulfilled (Taz), 
and it would render it impossible to continue fulfilling the 
mitzva with this garment (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 15:1). 


One may light from one lamp to another lamp — pro 
wb 372: One may light one lamp of a mitzva from another. 
Some commentaries state that this is permitted only if one 
ights one mitzva lamp directly from the first without trans- 
erring the flame to another lamp in between (Rif; Rosh; 
Ramban; Josafot). Others maintain that it is permitted even 
0 light a non-mitzva lamp from a mitzva lamp to use the 
non-mitzva lamp for the lighting of another mitzva lamp 
(Sefer HaTerumot; Ran; Tosafot). With regard to Hanukkah 
amps, the custom is to be stringent and to refrain from 
ighting one lamp from another, even directly, during the 
minimum time that the Hanukkah lamps must burn (Rema, 
based on Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 674:1). 


The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon in the 
case of dragging - 734 jyaw aD mba: One may drag 
even a large bed or stool without concern that this might 
create a furrow in the ground, provided that he does not 
intend to dig a furrow. However, if the piece of furniture is 
so large that there is no way it could be dragged without 
causing a furrow, even Rabbi Shimon agrees that it is pro- 
hibited to drag it over the ground (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 337:1). 
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NOTESIE ——__—_—__- 
He had not heard the baraita - mb yw xb semana: The 
baraita cited as proof for Rav Huna's ruling originated in a 
different school, one that was not well known. Rav Huna’s 
ignorance of this baraita does not in any way detract from 
his greatness. Although all the amora’im were experts in the 
Mishna and in numerous important collections of baraitot, 
it was impossible to know all statements taught in every 
school in the name of the tanna‘im. 
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The Gemara expresses surprise at this statement: Is that so? But 
didn’t Abaye say: With regard to all the customs of my Master, 
Rabba, he would act in accordance with the opinion of Rav, except 
for these three instances, in which he acted in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel: Rabba maintained that one may untie ritual 
fringes [tzitzit] from one garment and tie them to another 
garment," contrary to Rav’s opinion that this constitutes a disgrace 
of the mitzva. He also maintained that on Hanukkah one may light 
from one lamp to another lamp," despite Rav’s opinion that this is 
prohibited as a mundane usage of the lamp of the mitzva. 


In addition, Rabba maintained that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging." As it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: A person may drag 
a bed, chair, or stool on Shabbat if it is difficult for him to lift them, 
provided that he does not intend to dig a furrow in the ground. In 
the event that he does create a furrow, he has not violated a prohibi- 
tion, as an unintentional act does not constitute a prohibited act of 
labor on Shabbat. In light of Abaye’s statement that with the excep- 
tion of those three rulings Rabba always acted in accordance with 
Rav, why didn’t Rabba follow the opinion of Rav with regard to 
kiddush, as Rav maintains that one fulfills the mitzva of kiddush even 
if he does not eat his Shabbat meal in the same location? 


The Gemara answers: He would act in accordance with Rav’s strin- 
gencies, but he would not act in accordance with Rav’s leniencies. 
In the three cases listed above, Rabba was lenient despite Rav’s 

stringent ruling. However, with regard to kiddush, Rabba did not 

follow Rav’s lenient opinion. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Not only do those who recite kiddush in 
the synagogue fulfill the mitzva of kiddush, they fulfill even their 
obligation to recite a blessing over the wine they will drink during 
their meal at home. Since they intend to eat the Shabbat meal and 
drink wine at home, they do not divert their attention from the 
blessing and need not recite another one. And Rabbi Yohanan fol- 
lows his regular line of reasoning, as Rabbi Hanin bar Abaye said 
that Rabbi Pedat said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Both in a case of 
a change of wine during a meal to a new type, 


and a change of place, i.e., one moves to a different location in 
the middle of his meal, he need not recite a new blessing. The Ge- 
mara raises an objection from a baraita: In the case of a change of 
place one must recite a new blessing; however, in a case ofa change 
of wine one need not recite another blessing. The Gemara con- 
cludes: The refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan is indeed 
a conclusive refutation. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Idi bar Avin sat before Rav Hisda, and 
Rav Hisda sat and said in the name of Rav Huna: That which you 
said, that after a change of place following kiddush one must recite 
a new blessing, they only taught this halakha with regard to one 
who moves from house to house; however, with regard to one who 
moves from place to place within one house, no, he is not obligated 
to recite a new blessing. 


Rav Idi bar Avin said to him: This is indeed what we learned in the 
baraita of the school of Rav Hinak, and some say in the baraita of 
the school of bar Hinak, in accordance with your ruling. The Ge- 
mara asks: But ifthere is a baraita that states the same halakha, does 
Rav Huna merely come to teach us a baraita? The Gemara answers: 
Rav Huna taught the halakha quoted in the baraita because he had 
not heard the baraita.’ Rav Huna independently issued the same 
ruling as that of the baraita. 
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And furthermore, Rav Hisda sat and said in his own name, notin 

the name of his teachers: That which you said, that after a change 

of place one must recite a new blessing, we only said so with re- 
gard to one who eats items of food that do not require a blessing 
after them in their original place, e.g., water or fruit. In a case of this 

kind, exiting one’s location indicates that he has concluded his meal, 
and when he begins to eat again, this is considered a new meal that 
requires a new blessing. 


However, this is the ruling if one is eating items of food that require 
a blessing of significance, i.e., Grace after Meals and its abridged 
version, after them, e.g., one of the seven species: As this blessing 
must be recited in their original place, i.e., where one ate these foods, 
he has not completed his meal by exiting that location. Therefore, if 
he changes location and continues to eat, he need not recite a new 
blessing. What is the reason for this halakha? He returns to the 
originally established meal" when he continues eating, as he cer- 
tainly intended to continue that meal. And Rav Sheshet said: Both 
in this case and that case, whether or not one is eating food that 
requires a blessing afterward in the place where he ate, ifhe changes 
location and continues eating he must recite a new blessing." 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Hisda’s opinion from a ba- 
raita: With regard to members of a group who were reclining to 
drink, and they uprooted themselves" from their place to go and 
greet a groom or greet a bride, when they exit, these foods do not 
require a blessing to be recited afterward, and when they return 
these foods do not require an introductory blessing. 


The baraita continues: In what case is this statement said? When 
they left there an elderly or a sick person" who cannot go with 
them, and he remains in the place of the meal. In this case, the 
original meal is considered ongoing. However, if they did not leave 
there an elderly or sick person, when they exit, the foods that they 
have already eaten require a blessing; when they return, the foods 
that they will eat require an introductory blessing. 


The Gemara infers from the baraita: From the fact that it is taught 
in the baraita: Uprooted themselves," this proves by inference that 
we are dealing with items of food that require a blessing after 
them in their original place. The word uprooted indicates that in 
the normal course of events, a blessing would have been required 
for this meal in its place, and for some reason the people left the meal 
early. And the reason is that they left there an elderly or sick per- 
son. That is why when they exit, these foods do not require a 
blessing to be recited afterward, and when they return, these foods 
do not require an introductory blessing. 


However, if they did not leave there an elderly or sick person, 
when they exit, the foods they have already eaten require a blessing 
to be recited afterward, and when they return, these foods require 
an introductory blessing before resuming eating. This is difficult 
according to the opinion of Rav Hisda, who maintains that even if 
one did not return to his original location at all but resumed eating 
elsewhere, he need not recite a new blessing. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: 


NOTES 


He returns to the originally established meal — 
INAP KYD: Since this person who ate from the 
seven species is obligated to recite a blessing in the 
place in which he ate, he must return there. Therefore, 
it is as though he never left (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


They left there an elderly or a sick person - man 
ain ix Pt OW: Since some members of the group 
remained in their place, the communal meal was never 
concluded, and therefore the break in the meal by 
some of the group's members is not considered an 
interruption with regard to the blessing. 


From the fact that it is taught, uprooted themselves - 
won Mypy *anp'a: There are several explanations as 
to how the expression: Uprooted themselves, proves 
that they were eating foods that require a blessing af- 
terward in the place of the meal. Some commentaries 
explain that this expression indicates that they acted 
improperly by exiting the location of the meal. They 
should have remained there, since they were obligated 
to recite a blessing afterward in the place where they 
ate (Me’iri). Other authorities teach that this expression 
alludes to their intention to return, in contrast to the 
word: Left (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 
Yet other commentaries assert that the proof is not 
from the expression: Uprooted themselves. Rather, the 
proof is from the continuation of the statement, that 
when they exit a blessing afterward is required, which 
indicates that they ate food over which one must recite 
a blessing afterward. It is important to note that the 
requirement to recite the concluding blessing: Who 
creates the many forms of life, for foods that do not 
require the blessing abridging the three blessings was 
enacted only after the time of the tanna‘im (Ramban; 
Ran). 


A change of place requires a blessing - Pp% Dipan yw 
sab: One who moves from one house to another in the 
middle of his meal must recite Grace after 
exiting. In addition, if he wants to resume eating in the 
second location, he must recite a new blessing. The same 
ruling applies to one who exits his house and returns. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet 
(Rif; Rambam) and not that of Rav Hisda, despite the fact that 
Tosafot and the Rosh rule in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Hisda. Therefore, it makes no difference whether or not 


HALAKHA 
one is eating foods that require a blessing afterward in their 
own place. The reason the halakha is in accordance with Rav 
Sheshet’s opinion is that the Gemara raises a difficulty with 
the opinion of Rav Hisda from a baraita (Vilna Gaon; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 178:1, and in the comment of the Rema 
on 178:2). 


eals before 


Members of a group who uprooted themselves - 7137 "22 
won 1PX: In the case of people who interrupt their meal to 
greet a groom or bride, if some members of the group remain 


accordance with 


in the original location, the others do not need to recite a con- 
cluding blessing before exiting or a new introductory blessing 
before resuming their meal. However, if the entire group exits, 
they must recite a concluding blessing before departing and 
a new introductory blessing before continuing their meal, in 


he baraita and the ruling of Rav Sheshet. 


However, the Rema rules that if they left without a concluding 


blessing they do not need to recite a new introductory blessing 


before continuing the meal (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 178:2). 
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NOTES 


The Rabbis and the opinion of Rav Hisda - 2317 


TDN I1 NWY: Since the Gemara has demonstra 


ted 


that the baraita that serves as the basis of the challenge 
to Rav Hisda's opinion actually represents the minority 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas Rav Hisda accepts 
the majority ruling of the Rabbis, why doesn't this barai- 
ta serve as support for Rav Hisda's opinion? One answer 


is that the Gemara’s defense of Rav Hisda’s opinio 


n is 


not absolute, as there is an opinion that whenever Rab- 
bi Yehuda introduces his comments with the phrase: In 


what case is this statement said, he intends to exp 


lain 


the previously stated opinion of the Rabbis rather than 


to disagree with them. Therefore, the Rabbis actu 


ally 


agree with Rabbi Yehuda, who merely clarified their 


opinion (Tosefot Rid). 


Didn't we refute Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion - %2 


wh 


myanin: The difference between a difficulty and a refu- 


tation is as follows: When the Gemara concludes 
there is a difficulty with a particular opinion, this me 
indicates that there is a certain difficulty that canno 
resolved at present, but it does not render that o 
ion untenable. By contrast, a refutation means 
the opinion has been entirely disproved. Neverthe 
there are a few rare cases where the Gemara states 
a position has been refuted, and it is actually accep 


hat 
rely 
be 

pin- 
hat 
ess, 
hat 
ted 


as halakha. In any case, if the Gemara concludes tha 


an 


opinion has been refuted, it is apparently unnecessary 


to continue objecting to that opinion. 
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Who is the tanna that taught that even in cases of uprooting 
oneself from a meal that requires a blessing of significance after- 
ward, one nevertheless is required to recite a new blessing before 
resuming his meal? 


It is Rabbi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to 
friends who were reclining and eating a meal and uprooted 
themselves to go to the synagogue or to the study hall, when 
they exit, these foods do not require a blessing to be recited af- 
terward, and when they return, these foods do not require an 
introductory blessing before resuming eating. Rabbi Yehuda 
said: In what case is this statement said? When they left some 
of the friends there, at the meal. However, if they did not leave 
some of the friends there, when they exit, these foods require a 
blessing to be recited afterward, and when they return, these 
foods require an introductory blessing. According to Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak, the baraita that served as the basis of the 
Gemara’s objection to the explanation of Rav Hisda actually rep- 
resents the minority opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas Rav Hisda 
holds in accordance with the majority opinion of the Rabbis." 


The Gemara infers from the above baraita: The reason for this 
halakha is that it is only with regard to items of food that require 
a blessing after them in their place, that when the people eating 
them exit, these foods do not require a blessing to be recited 
afterward, and when they return, these foods do not require an 
introductory blessing. However, if they ate items of food that do 
not require a blessing that must be recited specifically in their 
place, even according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda, when these people exit, these foods require 
a blessing to be recited afterward, and when they return these 
foods require an introductory blessing. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that this is a conclusive refu- 
tation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that a change 

of location never obligates one to recite a new blessing? The Ge- 
mara expresses surprise at this proposition: But didn’t we already 
refute Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion’ once? Why is it necessary to 

refute his ruling yet again? The Gemara admits that this is true but 
adds: Nevertheless, let us say that this baraita is also a conclusive 

refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara responds that Rabbi Yohanan’s ruling cannot be de- 
finitively refuted from this baraita, as Rabbi Yohanan could have 
said to you: The same is true that even with regard to items of 
food that do not require a blessing afterward in their place, the 
people who ate them are also not required to recite a new bless- 
ing. And with regard to that which the baraita teaches: They 
uprooted themselves, from which it was inferred that the people 
were eating foods that require a blessing afterward in the place of 
eating, this phrase serves to convey the far-reaching nature of 
Rabbi Yehuda’s stringent opinion. 


The Gemara explains the previous statement: According to Rabbi 

Yehuda, even if they were eating items of food that require a bless- 
ing after them in their place, and they will definitely return to the 

meal, the reason that these foods do not require a new blessing is 

that they left some of their friends at the meal. However, if they 
did not leave some of their friends, when they exit, these foods 

require a blessing to be recited afterward, and when they return, 
these foods require an introductory blessing. Nevertheless, it is 

possible that the Rabbis are lenient and do not obligate them to 

recite a new blessing, even if they are eating food that does not 

require a blessing afterward in the place in which they ate. 
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The Gemara points out that it was taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Hisda: With regard to friends who were 
reclining to drink wine together and uprooted themselves from 
their place and subsequently returned to their original location, they 
need not recite a new blessing. Wine is considered an important 
beverage that requires a concluding blessing in the place where it was 
consumed. This baraita explicitly supports the opinion of Rav Hisda, 
who rules with regard to items of this kind that if one left the place 
where he was drinking and later returned, no new blessing is necessary. 


The Gemara returns to the subject of interrupting one’s meal to recite 

kiddush. The Sages taught: With regard to members of a group who 

were reclining and eating a meal, and the day of Shabbat was sancti- 
fied, they bring one of the diners a cup of wine and he recites over 
it the sanctification of the day, i.e., kiddush, and a second cup over 
which he recites Grace after Meals; this is the statement of Rabbi 

Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: One may continue eating the rest of his 

meal, even until dark." 


Rabbi Yosei maintains that once they have finished their meal, they 
bring out two cups; over the first cup one recites the Grace after 
Meals," and over the second cup he recites the sanctification of 
the day. The Gemara asks: Why do they need two cups? And let them 
say both of them, Grace after Meals and kiddush, over one cup. 


Rav Huna said that Rav Sheshet said: One does not recite two 
sanctifications, i.e., for two mitzvot such as Grace after Meals and 
kiddush, over one cup. What is the reason for this halakha? Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Because one does not perform mitzvot 
in bundles." If someone performs multiple mitzvot all in one go, he 
gives the impression that they are a burdensome obligation that he 
wants to complete as fast as possible. 


And does one not perform multiple mitzvot together? But wasn’t it 
taught" in a baraita: One who enters his home at the conclusion of 
Shabbat recites the blessing over the wine, and then over the light, 
and then over the spices, and thereafter he recites havdala over the 
cup of wine. And if he has only one cup of wine, he leaves it for after 
he eats his food, and uses it for Grace after Meals, and arranges all of 
the other blessings together thereafter. This baraita indicates that one 
may use the same cup both for Grace after Meals and havdala. The 
Gemara answers: We cannot prove anything from here, as a case 
where one does not have an additional cup is different. One who has 
two cups of wine is required to recite Grace after Meals over one of 
the cups and havdala over the other one. 


The Gemara continues its line of questioning: But there is the case of 
a Festival that occurs after Shabbat, when presumably one has 
enough wine. And nevertheless Rav said that the proper order of the 
blessings is according to the Hebrew acronym yod, kuf, nun, heh:" 
The blessing over the wine [yayin], kiddush, the blessing over the 
candle [ner], and havdala. This ruling shows that one recites kiddush 
and havdala over the same cup of wine. 


HALAKHA 


Upon the first cup one recites the Grace after Meals, etc. - Did 
3) ya n273 voy Tan wx: One who concludes a meal as 
Shabbat begins should recite Grace after Meals over one cup 
of wine and subsequently recite kiddush over a second cup (Tur, 
citing the Rif; Rambam). Some commentaries maintain that one 
should spread a cloth over the food, recite kiddush and the bless- 
ing over bread, eat some bread, and only then recite Grace after 


Meals. With regard to a different issue, some commentaries assert 
that one should mention Shabbat in Grace after Meals (Rosh), 
while others disagree (Rema). In addition, there is a debate as to 
whether or not one may drink from the cup of wine used for Grace 
after Meals before kiddush. Due to these uncertainties, it is prefer- 
able to recite kiddush first and then Grace after Meals (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 271:6, and in the comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 

Until dark — qwrinw tw: This phrase is difficult in this 
context, as Shabbat has already begun. The Rashbam 
apparently had a textual variant that read: After dark. 
Some commentaries state that this expression, until 
dark, is not meant to be taken literally, as Rabbi Yosei 
allows the meal to continue even after dark (Maharam 
Halawa). The Rambam asserts that it merely serves to 
contrast Rabbi Yosei’s opinion with the earlier ruling 
of Rabbi Yehuda, that one must interrupt his meal to 
recite kiddush before dark. Rabbi Yosei disagrees with 
Rabbi Yehuda and rules that one may continue eating 
even until dark. 


NOTES 


Over the first cup one recites the Grace after Meals - 
wa nay voy 3129 pwn] pis: Some commentaries 
explain that this is not a continuation of Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion. Rather, it is an independent statement: If they 
finish the meal right before nightfall, they say Grace 
after Meals followed by kiddush (Rif). If this statement 
is indeed part of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion, it should be 
understood as follows: Since Rabbi Yosei maintains 
that one need not interrupt one’s meal in the middle to 
recite kiddush, it is Grace after Meals, the blessing which 
formally ends the meal, that causes the interruption. 
Therefore, Grace after Meals is recited before kiddush 
(Maharam Halawa). 


One does not perform mitzvot in bundles — pwiy px 
nban nian Miya: Tosafot in tractate Moed Katan 
explain that one must be focused on each mitzva one 
performs, without the distraction of other mitzvot. This 
is similar to the principle that one may not mingle two 
different joyous occasions together. 


And does one not, but wasn't it taught, etc. - x) 
13) SIH XM: Apparently, the Gemara does mean to 
deny entirely the principle that mitzvot should not be 
performed in bundles. Rather, the suggestion is that in 
a situation like this one, the requirement to minimize 
unnecessary blessings takes precedence over the pro- 
hibition against performing mitzvot in bundles (Hatam 
Sofer). 


Rav said yod, kuf, nun, heh — m3 37 Wats: Several 
explanations have been given for why the blessing 
over spices is not recited in the havdala of a Festival 
that occurs after Shabbat. See Rashbam and Josafot. 
Some commentaries maintain that spices are neces- 
sary only for the transition from a day in which the 
primary categories of labor are completely prohibited, 
e.g., Shabbat, to a day when these activities are entirely 
permitted, such as a weekday or the intermediate days 
of a Festival. Therefore, spices are not included in the 
havdala ceremony from Shabbat to a Festival (Me‘iri). 
Others explain that spices are not used lest one cut 
a branch of a bush or a tree for havdala spices (Ran). 
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Havdala and kiddush are one matter - xn wtp) nyan bS 5 

xn xop: Why are kiddush and havdala considered a irole unit, 77 Vp NDB i wawsat 
whereas kiddush and Grace after Meals are not? Some commen- a my pe bay a MATT NT 
taries explain that the relevant factor is that kiddush and havdala 

come before the meal, whereas Grace after Meals is recited after 

the meal (Ran; Maggid Mishne; Meri). Other authorities explain 

that havdala resembles kiddush, as both serve to emphasize the 

sanctity of the day (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). Ye 
others contend that in this case kiddush and havdala go hand in 
hand: If Shabbat has ended, as signified by havdala, the Festiva 
must have started, which is marked by kiddush. Likewise, if the ms MRT WN) Tv oP XT 
Festival has started, Shabbat has necessarily ended. By contrast, T s 5 = 
kiddush and Grace after Meals are not inherently connected in VAS KAY TPIP MAK VW) 
any way (Maharam Halawa). PT 


Yod, kuf, nun, heh...yod, nun, heh, kuf - p’my...7”73%: Rav and 
Shmuel agree that the blessing over wine is recited first because 
it facilitates the recital of both kiddush and havdala (Maharam 
Halawa). Rav maintains that kiddush should be recited before 
havdala, to delay the departure of Shabbat for as long as possible 
(Mikhtam). Shmuel contends that it is impossible to welcome the 
arrival of the Festival by means of kiddush before Shabbat has 
been concluded with havdala (Maharam Halawa). 
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Levi said the order is kuf, nun, yod, heh — 7”3p Wax nb: Appar- TS T Ec 
ently, the opinion of Levi and others, who say that one should KATIT PTS TPPP OTY 231) 
recite kiddush before the blessing over wine, is in accordance IWA VIN KOVI pA TIN 
with the ruling of Beit Shammai, notwithstanding the fact that PT win a7 
this opinion is not accepted as halakha. The Rashbam suggests i ee ei 
that Levi adopts this position only with regard to a Festival that 

occurs after Shabbat, when there is a reason to delay the bless- 

ing over wine; at other times he accepts the ruling of Beit Hillel 

(Tosefot Rid). 


The opinions with regard to the order of the blessings - niww 
nyan vba: There are several essential points of dispute here 
concerning the order of preference between the blessings of 
havdala and kiddush, kiddush and wine, and light and havdala. 
The different practical opinions represent the various permuta- 
tions of these issues. 


They say in answer to this question: From the fact that Rav did 
not say that one recites the blessing for time, Who has given us 
life [shehehiyanu], sustained us, and brought us to this time, this 
proves by inference that we are dealing with the seventh day 
of Passover, which is the only Festival day on which one does 
not recite the blessing for time. If so, it is possible that whatever 
wine this person had, he has already consumed over the course 
of the Festival, and he does not have enough wine left for two 
separate cups. 


The Gemara asks: But there is the case of the first Festival night 
that occurs after Shabbat, when one has wine, and nevertheless 

Abaye said that the order of the blessings in this instance follows 

the Hebrew acronym yod, kuf, zayin, nun, heh: The blessing 

over wine [yayin]; kiddush; the blessing for time [zeman]; the 

blessing over the candle [ner]; and havdala. And Rava said that 
the order of the blessings is in accordance with the acronym yod, 
kuf, nun, heh, zayin: Wine [yayin]; kiddush; candle [ner]; havda- 
la; and the blessing for time [zeman]. Although Abaye and Rava 

dispute the correct order of the blessings, they agree that one 

recites multiple blessings over a single cup of wine. 


Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous explanation in favor of 
the following: Havdala and kiddush are one matter, as they 
both mark and draw attention to the sanctity of certain days. By 
contrast, Grace after Meals and kiddush are two entirely differ- 
ent matters. Therefore, one who recites both of them over the 
same cup of wine is combining two unrelated mitzvot, appar- 
ently so that he can be done with them as quickly as possible. 
Consequently, this practice is prohibited. 


After raising the issue of the proper order of the blessings for 
kiddush on a Festival that occurs right after Shabbat, the Ge- 
mara addresses the matter itself. With regard to a Festival that 
occurs after Shabbat, Rav said that the proper order of the 
blessings follows the acronym yod, kuf, nun, heh: Wine [yayin], 
kiddush, candle [ner], and havdala; and Shmuel said the proper 
order is yod, nun, heh, kuf:" Wine [yayin], candle [ner], havdala, 
and kiddush. 


And Rabba said that the correct order is yod, heh, nun, kuf: 
Wine [yayin], havdala, candle [ner], and kiddush. And Levi said 
the order is kuf, nun, yod, heh: Kiddush, candle [ner], wine 
[yayin], and havdala. And the Rabbis say the order is kuf, yod, 
nun, heh: kiddush, wine [yayin], candle [ner], and havdala. Mar, 
son of Rabbana, said the order is nun, kuf, yod, heh: Candle 
[ner], kiddush, wine [yayin], and havdala. The Sage named 
Marta said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua that the proper 
order is nun, heh, yod, kuf: Candle [ner], wine [yayin], havdala, 
and kiddush." 


wine wine wine kiddush kiddush candle candle candle 
kiddush candle havdala candle wine kiddush wine havdala 
candle havdala candle wine candle wine havdala wine 
havdala kiddush kiddush havdala havdala havdala kiddush kiddush 
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With regard to this issue, the father of Shmuel, Abba ben Abba, sent 
a letter to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Teach us, our Rabbi. How should 
one recite the order of havdala when a Festival occurs after Shabbat? 
Rabbi sent him the following response: This is what Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, said, who said it in the name of his father, who 
himself said it in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: The 
proper order of the blessings is nun, heh, yod, kuf:’ Candle [ner], wine 
[yayin], havdala, and kiddush. 


Rabbi Hanina said that the following parable serves to explain the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: This is comparable to a 
king who is exiting a city and a governor is entering. Etiquette dic- 
tates that the inhabitants of the city first escort the king out of the city 
to take leave of him in a dignified fashion, and afterward they go out 
to greet the governor. Similarly, one should first recite havdala, to take 
leave of Shabbat, and only then recite kiddush over the Festival, whose 
sanctity is lesser than that of Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: What halakhic conclusion was reached about this 
matter? What is the proper order of the blessings? The amora’im accept 
Rav’s opinion that one should recite kiddush before havdala; however, 
they disagree about the blessing of time, which is generally relevant in 
such cases and which Rav did not address. Abaye said that the proper 
order is yod, kuf, zayin, nun, heh: The blessing over wine [yayin], kid- 
dush, the blessing for time [zeman], the blessing over the candle [ner], 
and havdala. And Rava said the order is yod, kuf, nun, heh, zayin: Wine 
[yayin], kiddush, candle [ner], havdala, and time [zeman]. The Ge- 
mara concludes: And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava.“4 


With regard to this issue of havdala, the Gemara relates that Rav Huna 

bar Yehuda happened to come to the house of Rava. After Shabbat, 
they brought before them a light and spices. Rava recited the bless- 
ing over the spices first and then the blessing over the light. Rav Huna 

bar Yehuda said to him: But both Beit Shammaiand Beit Hillel, who 

dispute the order of the blessings at havdala, agree that the blessing 

over light is first, and only then comes the blessing over the spices. 


And what is this; what is the source that this is the dispute between Beit 
Shammaiand Beit Hillel? As we learned ina mishna: Beit Shammai say 
that with regard to one who is required to say Grace after Meals and 
havdala, and he has only one cup of wine, the proper order of the bless- 
ings is: The blessing over the candle, and the blessing of Grace After 
Meals, followed by the blessing over the spices, and finally havdala. And 
Beit Hillel say: The blessing over the candle comes first, and then the 
blessing over the spices, and afterward the blessing of Grace After Meals, 
and last is havdala. Both Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel agree that the 
blessing over the candle is recited before blessing over the spices. 


Rava answered after him and said: This mishna is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. However, Rabbi Yehuda says: Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel did not disagree over Grace After Meals, as everyone 
concurs that it is recited first, nor did they disagree over havdala, as 
it is recited last. 


With regard to what did they disagree? They disagreed over the 
blessings recited in the middle of havdala, i.e., the blessings over light 
and over the spices." Beit Shammai say: Light first, and spices 
thereafter; and Beit Hillel say: Spices first, and light thereafter. 
And Rabbi Yohanan said: The people were accustomed" to conduct 
themselves in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, according 
to the interpretation of Rabbi Yehuda. Rava acted as dictated by this 
custom.™" 


HALAKHA 


The order of kiddush on a Festival that occurs after the conclu- The order of havdala - nyan 10: The order of the blessings in 


sion of Shabbat - naw 'gyina aiv DW wr TID: The correct 
order of the blessings when a Festival occurs after Shabbat is: The 
blessing over wine, kiddush, the candle, havdala, and the blessing 
for time (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:1). 


havdala is in accordance with the acronym yod, beit, nun, heh: The 
blessings over wine [yayin], spices [besamim], candle [ner], and 
havdala (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 296:1). 


NOTES 

Nun, heh, yod, kuf - p73: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that according to these opinions the reason why 
the blessing over light precedes havdala is that the 
same candle used for havdala serves for the Festi- 
val light as well. In the Jerusalem Talmud, a differ- 
ent answer is stated: When havdaia is recited after 
Shabbat, the blessing over light is usually delayed 
until after havdala, lest the candle be extinguished 
between the blessings. On a Festival, however, one 
will definitely leave it burning, as one needs the light 
and it is prohibited to extinguish a flame on a Festival. 
Therefore, the blessing over the candle may be recited 
before havdala. 


And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava - X13 som: Tosafot address the reason 
why the Gemara found it necessary to rule explicitly 
in accordance with Rava when there is an established 
principle throughout the Talmud that Rava's opinion is 
accepted as halakha in his disputes with Abaye. Some 
commentaries explain that this particular halakha was 
decided in accordance with Rava before that guiding 
principle was established (Josefot Rid). 


Over light and over the spices - yy vin by 
Dawa: Some commentaries explain the opinions 
of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, as follows: According to Beit Shammai, the 
blessing over light comes first, both because one 
benefits from the light as soon as it is lit and because 
it enables one to see, which is a basic and crucial 
need. Consequently, it is more significant than the 
spices, which merely produce a pleasant fragrance. 
By contrast, Beit Hillel assert that since a fragrance 
enters the body, it resembles the sense of taste, and 
therefore its blessing should be juxtaposed to that of 
wine (Mikhtam). 


The people were accustomed - Dy% 1373: The Ge- 
mara in Firuvin explains the difference between the 
expressions: The halakha is in accordance with, and: 
The people were accustomed to conduct themselves 
in accordance with a particular opinion. The second 
phrase means that although people are not instructed 
to follow this view, the Sages do not protest when 
people act in accordance with it. In this particular case, 
however, this terminology represents a full-fledged 
halakhic ruling. The reason is that since the amora'im 
do not dispute this ruling, even the terminology: The 
people were accustomed, indicates that this is the 
halakha in practice (Tosafot in tractate Berakhot). 


Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel - bon Mavxaw ma: 
These tables outline the different versions of the dis- 
pute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. 


Rabbi Meir 
Beit Shammai | 


candle 


Beit Hillel 


candle 


Grace after Meals spices 


spices Grace after Meals 
havdala havdala 

Rabbi Yehuda 
_ BeitShammai | _BeitHillel_ 
Grace after Meals Grace after Meals 
candle spices 
spices candle 
havdala havdala 
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NOTES 


Stood over them — amy xp: There are several reported 
instances in the Talmud of scholars dining together while 
one of them stood and served the others by bringing 
out the food and drinks. Occasionally, the waiter was the 
youngest member of the group or a student, while at oth- 
er times each scholar would serve his colleagues in turn. 


It is prohibited for you to drink — smd 13 xP: The 
commentaries dispute the meaning of this phrase. The 
Rif and others explain that it is prohibited to drink more 
without repeating the blessing over the wine (Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Rambam). The Rashbam maintains that once 
one readies himself for Grace after Meals, his meal has 
been interrupted and it is prohibited to drink again at all 
before reciting Grace after Meals. 


Were sitting at a meal - Mya +a nwy: Apparently 
his meal took place on Shabbat. Indeed, with regard to 
a weekday meal, the Gemara in Berakhot states that most 
people are considered to have changed their minds if they 
decide to drink a second cup of wine, whereas on Shabbat 
and Festivals people commonly drink more than one cup 
of wine (Mitzpe Eitan). 
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The Gemara relates another incident with regard to establishing 
meals and reciting blessings. Rav Yaakov bar Abba happened to 
come to Rava’s house for a Shabbat meal. He saw that Rava recited 
the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the vine, over the first cup 
ofwine he drank at the meal, and then he recited the same blessing 
upon the cup of wine he used for the blessing of Grace after Meals 
and drank it. He said to him: Why do you have to say all this, i.e., 
why is it necessary to recite a second blessing? The Master has re- 
cited a blessing for us once already, at the beginning of the meal, 
and thereby exempted us from a blessing on all the wine drunk 
during the meal. Rava said to him: When we were in the house of 
the Exilarch, this was our practice. It was the custom among the 
Sages to recite two blessings. 


He said to him: It works out well to act this way in the house of 
the Exilarch, as there is uncertainty as to whether he will bring 
us another cup of wine to drink, or whether he will not bring us 
another cup. Since we are dependent upon the host and cannot 
anticipate in advance whether we will drink more wine, each cup 
requires its own blessing. Here, however, the cup is resting before 
us and our attention is on it, i.e., we intend to drink this wine after 
Grace after Meals. What need is there to recite another blessing? He 
said to him: I acted in accordance with the opinion of the students 
of Rav, as Rav Beruna and Rav Hananel, the students of Rav, were 
sitting together at a meal, 


and Rav Yeiva the Elder stood over them" to serve them. They said 
to him: Give us a cup of wine and we will recite the blessings" of 
Grace after Meals. Ultimately, they changed their mind and said to 
him: Give us a cup of wine and we will drink it. He said to them 
that Rav said as follows: Since you have said: Give us a cup and 
we will recite the blessings of Grace after Meals, it is prohibited 
for you to drink" any more. What is the reason for this? The reason 
is that you have diverted your attention from drinking. Therefore, 
if you want to drink any more, you must recite the blessing over wine 
again. 


The Gemara relates that Ameimar, Mar Zutra, and Rav Ashi were 
sitting at a meal," and Rav Aha, son of Rava, stood over them to 
serve them. Ameimar recited a blessing over each and every cup 
of wine he drank. And Mar Zutra recited a blessing over the first 
cup he drank during the meal and over the last cup he drank, upon 
concluding Grace after Meals." Rav Ashi recited a blessing over 
the first cup and did not recite any further blessings over the 
subsequent cups he drank. 


HALAKHA 


Give us a cup of wine and we will recite the blessings - 137 
yn to: As soon as people who are eating a meal together 
prepare themselves for Grace after Meals by saying: Give us a 
cup and we will recite the blessings, they may not continue 
drinking before reciting Grace after Meals, unless they recite a 
new blessing over the wine. According to the Ateret Zekeinim, 
who cites the Maharshal, this halakha applies even if they pour 
the cup of wine for Grace after Meals without explicitly stating 
the purpose of the wine. With regard to eating, the Rosh states 
that they are also prohibited from eating without reciting a 
new blessing, whereas the Ran and Rabbeinu Yona maintain 
that it is permitted for them to eat. In light of this dispute, some 
authorities rule that one may eat without reciting a new bless- 


ing, due to the general leniency with regard to uncertain cases 
involving blessings (Shulhan Arukh HaRav). Others maintain 
that it is prohibited to eat, as many authorities rule in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rosh. The Shulhan Arukh also 
appears to favor this view. Certainly, it is best to avoid this prob- 
lem by refraining from eating (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 179:1). 


Blessings over wine during a meal - 11D » by niaya: If 
one recites a blessing over wine at the beginning of his meal, 
there is no need to recite a blessing over the rest of the wine 
he drinks during the meal, unless he did not intend to drink any 
more (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 174:5). 
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Rav Aha bar Rava said to them: In accordance with whose opin- 
ion should we act in this matter? We have witnessed three different 
courses of action. Ameimar said: I repeatedly changed my mind. 
In other words, the reason Ameimar recited a blessing over each cup 
was not because he maintains that it is always necessary to do so. 
Rather, he drank each cup with the intention that it should be his 
last. Consequently, he diverted his attention from drinking each 
time, and therefore he was required to recite a new blessing before 
he could drink again. Mar Zutra said: I acted in accordance with 
the opinion of the students of Rav. They maintain that one who 
prepares to recite Grace after Meals has completely diverted his 
attention from drinking, and therefore the blessing on wine that one 
recites during the meal does not include the wine he drinks after 
Grace after Meals. 


And Rav Ashi said: The halakha is not in accordance with the 
opinion of the students of Rav. This can be proven from a ruling of 
Rav himself, as with regard to a Festival that occurs after Shabbat, 
Rav said that the order of blessings is yod, kuf, nun, heh: Wine 
[yayin], kiddush, candle [ner], and havdala. This shows that al- 
though one recites kiddush between the blessing over wine and 
havdala, it is unnecessary to recite the blessing over wine again be- 
fore havdala. The same should hold true in our case: Just as kiddush 
is not considered an interruption between the blessing over wine 
and its consumption, Grace after Meals should not be considered 
an interruption either. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: And that is not so. There, when 
one is preparing himself to recite Grace after Meals, he has already 
uprooted his mind" from drinking. Here, with regard to kiddush 
and havdala, he has not uprooted his mind from drinking. 


After discussing the opinion of the students of Rav, the Gemara 
returns to the story of Rav Yaakov bar Abba’s visit to Rava. When 
the time came to recite havdala, Rava’s attendant got up and lit a 
torch from a candle. Rav Yaakov bar Abba said to him: Why do 
you need all this? The candle was present, and you could have 
recited the blessing over the light of the candle itself. Rava said to 
him: The attendant did this on his own accord, without consulting 
me. Rav Yaakov bar Abba said to him: Ifhe had not heard it from 
the Master he would not have done it on his own; he must have 
been following your opinion on this matter. Rava said to him: Does 
the Master not maintain that using a torch for havdala' is the 
optimal manner in which to fulfill the mitzva? It is for this reason 
that the attendant lit a torch for havdala. 


Rava began his recitation of havdala and said: Who distinguishes 
between sacred and profane, between light and darkness, be- 
tween Israel and the nations, between the seventh day and the 
six days of work." Rav Ya'akov bar Abba said to him: Why do you 
need all this? Didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav said with regard to 
the statement: Who distinguishes between sacred and profane, 
that this alone is the havdala of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? Why is 
this plain statement not enough for you? 


He said to him: I maintain in accordance with this statement that 

Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said: One who decreases 

the number of distinctions in the text of the havdala should not 
decrease them to less than three, and one who increases the num- 
ber of distinctions should not increase them to more than seven. 
Rav Ya'akov bar Abba said to him: 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
A torch for havdala - nya TM: It is preferable 
to recite the blessing of light over the light of a torch 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 298:2). 


The formula of havdala - nyan Mpa: It is custom- 
ary to recite three distinctions in havdala, beginning 
with: Who distinguishes between sacred and profane, 
in accordance with the practice of Rava (Tur, Orah 
Hayyim 299). 


There he has uprooted his mind, etc. — ^3) AY? pY DNN: 
Rav Ashi’s comparison between Grace after Meals and kid- 
dush is difficult in this context. Grace after Meals represents 
the conclusion of the meal, which ought to be considered an 
interruption, whereas kiddush is recited at the beginning of a 
meal. One possible explanation is that the Grace after Meals 
is considered an interruption, not because it represents the 


conclusion of the meal but because one cannot drink while 


reciting the blessings, and in this respect it is similar to kiddush. 


According to this interpretation, the subsequent retort that 
Grace after Meals and kiddush are actually incomparable is 
based on the consideration that in theory one should in fact 
drink the wine during kiddush; however, it is impossible to 
do so in practice. Furthermore, although havdala and kiddush 


are similar practices, as explained earlier, Grace after Meals is a 
separate matter entirely. 


A torch for havdala - nya) TMIN: A torch contains many 
visible points of light, and the blessing over light refers to 
the lights of fire in the plural. Therefore, it is preferable to 
recite this blessing over a torch (Mikhtam; Nimmukei Yosef, 
Ritva; Maharam Halawa). 
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NOTES 

The Master did not say three, nor did he say seven - xb n 
nx yaw xy pN xon: This question is puzzling, as the previ- 
ously cited ruling thatone may not say fewer than three or more 
than seven distinctions indicates that it is permitted to mention 
any number between these two (Tosafot). Some commentar- 
ies explain the question as follows: If the intent was to recite 
havdala with the minimum required number of distinctions, 
three distinctions would have sufficed. If one wanted to add 
additional distinctions in praise of God, why not mention seven 
(Maharam Halawa)? 


An expression similar to the conclusion near its conclu- 
sion - inn pad mann py: According to some commen- 
taries, Shmuel's opinion i does not contravene the principle that 
one must mention a phrase reminiscent of the beginning of a 
blessing right before its conclusion. Rather, Shmuel adds that in 
addition to mentioning a matter reminiscent of the beginning 
of the blessing, one must also say an expression that alludes to 
its conclusion (Me‘iri; Maharam Halawa). 


The son of sacred ones — pwinpoy }23: Apparently, both Rabbi 
Menahem and his father were careful with regard to this matter, 
which is why Rabbi Menahem’s father was referred to as sacred. 


BACKGROUND 


The scholars of Pumbedita — »xnta7a19: The identity of these 
scholars of Pumbedita is not entirely clear. This phrase is probably 
referring to the amora‘im of Pumbedita, i.e., Rabba and Rabbi 
Yosef. Alternatively, it is a reference to the sharp-witted scholars, 
Ifa and Avimi, the sons of Rahava. 


Forms on coins — K x: Many Greek and Roman coins 
were imprinted with pictures of their gods. Consequently, it was 
prohibited to use them. Furthermore, there was room for being 
stringent even with regard to coins that depicted emperors and 
ancient rulers since they often considered themselves to be gods. 


Macedonian coin imprinted with the image of the Greek god Dionysus 
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But the Master did not say three distinctions, nor did he say 
seven," as he actually mentioned four distinctions. He said to 
him: In truth, that is inaccurate, as the distinction between the 
seventh day and the six days of work is not considered a sepa- 
rate statement of distinction. Rather, this distinction is men- 
tioned because it is similar to the conclusion of the blessing, 
and Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: One who recites 
havdala must say an expression that is similar to the conclusion 
near the conclusion" of the blessing, to emphasize the connec- 
tion between the blessing and its conclusion. And the scholars 
of Pumbedita® say that one must say a phrase similar to the 
beginnings of blessings near their conclusions. 


With regard to the previously cited dispute, the Gemara asks: 
What is the practical difference between them? Since the begin- 
ning and end ofa blessing generally address the same topic, what 
is the difference between these two opinions? The Gemara re- 
sponds: The practical difference between them is in the case of 
a Festival that occurs after Shabbat, as one concludes this 
havdala with the phrase: Who separates between sacred and 
sacred. 


The one who said that one must mention an expression similar 
to the beginnings of blessings near their conclusions would 
say that one is not required to say: Between the sanctity of 
Shabbat and the sanctity of the Festival You have distin- 
guished, before concluding the blessing, as the beginning of the 
blessing refers simply to the sacred and the profane. And accord- 
ing to the one who said that one must say a phrase similar 
to the conclusions of blessings near their conclusions, one is 
required to say: Between the sanctity of Shabbat and the 
sanctity of the Festival You have distinguished. 


The Gemara returns to the aforementioned matter itself. Rabbi 

Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said: One who decreases the 

number of distinctions mentioned in havdala should not de- 
crease their number to less than three, and one who increases 

their number should not increase them to more than seven. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the Tosefta: One says 
statements of distinctions at the conclusion of Shabbat, and 
at the conclusion of Festivals, and at the conclusion of Yom 
Kippur, and at the conclusion of Shabbat that leads into a 
Festival, and at the conclusion of a Festival that leads into the 
intermediate days of a Festival. However, one does not mention 
distinctions at the conclusion ofa Festival that leads into Shab- 
bat, as the sanctity of Shabbat is greater than that of a Festival. 
One who is accustomed to reciting distinctions may recite 
many distinctions, and one who is not accustomed to doing so 
recites only one distinction. This ruling implies that there is no 
absolute requirement to mention more than one distinction. 


The Gemara answers: It is a dispute between tanna’im, as Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: The son of sacred ones" recites only one 
distinction, but the people were accustomed to recite three 
distinctions. The Gemara asks: Who is this person called the 
son of sacred ones? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Menahem bar 
Simai. And why did they call him the son of sacred ones? Be- 
cause he would not look at the forms on coins,’ which were 
occasionally idolatrous symbols or some other prohibited image. 
The Gemara relates that Rav Shmuel bar Idi sent Rabbi 
Menahem bar Simai the following message: My brother 
Hananya says that one should mention only one distinction. 
However, the Gemara concludes: And the halakha is not in 
accordance with that opinion. 
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: One who recites havdala must say 
distinctions similar to the distinctions stated explicitly in the Torah. 
One should not add other distinctions. The Gemara raises an objec- 
tion from a baraita: How should one say the order of the distinctions 

in havdala? One recites: Who distinguishes between sacred and 

profane: Between light and darkness; between Israel and the na- 
tions; and between the seventh day and the six days of work; be- 
tween the ritually impure and the ritually pure; between the sea and 

the dry land; between the upper waters above the firmament and the 

lower waters below the firmament; and between priests, Levites, and 

Israelites." This is an extended version of havdala, which includes 

references to seven distinctions. 


The baraita continues: And one concludes the blessing with the order 
of Creation: Blessed is He Who arranges the order of Creation, or: 
Who orders Creation. And others say that one concludes with: Who 

fashions Creation. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says that one 

concludes with the phrase: Who sanctifies Israel. The Gemara ex- 
plains its objection: And if what Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said is so, 
the distinction between the sea and the dry land should not be men- 
tioned, as the term distinction is not written with regard to this issue. 
The Gemara answers: Remove from here the distinction between the 

sea and the dry land. 


The Gemara asks: If so, the distinction between the seventh day and 
the six days of work should also not be counted in the tally of the 
distinctions, as itis mentioned only to repeat something similar to the 
conclusion. Consequently, this text of havdala lacks one more distinc- 
tion, and this means that there are not seven distinctions in total. 


They say in answer to this question: The distinction between priests, 
Levites, and Israelites is two matters, i.e., it counts as two separate 
distinctions. One distinction is between Levites and Israelites, as 
it is written: “At that time the Lord separated the tribe of Levi to 
bear the Ark of the covenant of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 10:8). A 
further distinction is that between the priests and the Levites, as it 
is written: “The sons of Amram: Aaron and Moses; and Aaron was 
separated, that he should be sanctified as most holy, he and his sons 
forever” (1 Chronicles 23:13). 


The Gemara asks: What formula should be used to conclude the bless- 
ing of havdala? Rav said the blessing should conclude with the phrase: 
Who sanctifies Israel. And Shmuel said the concluding phrase is: 
Who distinguishes between sacred and profane." The Gemara adds 
that Abaye, and some say it was Rav Yosef, cursed it," i.e., he would 
become angry at one who concluded the blessing in accordance with 
that opinion of Rav. 


It was taught in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: Anyone 
who concludes the havdala blessing with the combined formula: Who 
sanctifies Israel and distinguishes between sacred and profane, God 
will lengthen his days and years. 


However, the Gemara states: And the halakha is not in accordance 
with that opinion. Instead, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel. 


The Gemara relates: Ulla happened to come to Pumbedita. Rav Ye- 
huda said to his son, Rav Yitzhak: Go and bring him a basket of fruit 
as a gift, and while you are there, observe how he recites havdala." 
Rav Yitzhak himself did not go. In his place, he sent to him Abaye, 
who was a young student at the time. When Abaye came back, Rav 
Yitzhak said to him: How did Ulla recite the blessing of havdala? 
Abaye said to him that Ulla said: Blessed is the He Who distin- 
guishes between sacred and profane, but he did not say anything 
further. 


NOTES 

The number of distinctions - niban para: The 
commentaries question why the Gemara does not 
include another distinction explicitly mentioned 
in the Torah: “And the curtain shall divide for you 
between the holy place and the most holy” (Exodus 
26:33). They answer that unlike the others, this dis- 
inction does not refer to an act of God, but to the 
curtain hung in the Temple. In addition, the other 
distinctions mentioned are timeless, in contrast to 
he curtain of the Temple (Ben Yehoyada). Another 
answer is that the statement: Who distinguishes 
between sacred and sacred, which is recited when 
a Festival occurs after Shabbat, is actually based on 
his verse, which distinguishes between different 
evels of sanctity (Me'ʻiri). 


Abaye...cursed it - ax aby vn: This statement is 
surprising. Even if Abaye disagreed with the opinion 
of Rav, why did he curse those who acted in ac- 
cordance with Rav? Some commentaries explain 
that at that time there were groups of heretics and 
Christians who had started to observe Sunday as 
a sacred day. The expression: Who sanctifies Israel, 
which is reminiscent of the formula used for kiddush, 
might appear to reinforce these beliefs. Therefore, 
its recital angered Abaye. By contrast, the formula: 
Who distinguishes between sacred and profane, 
emphasizes that Sunday is a regular day (Rabbi Ela- 
zar Moshe Horowitz). 


HALAKHA 
The conclusion of havdala - nogam nyan: The 
proper formula with which to conclude havdala is: 
Who distinguishes between sacred and profane (Tur, 
Orah Hayyim 299). 


NOTES 

Observe how he recites havdala — Dax DTM: 
Some commentaries explain that Rabbi Yehuda 
sent the basket of fruit because Ulla would have to 
recite havdala before he could taste them, which 
would enable Rabbi Yitzhak to hear his recitation. 
Everyone agrees that one who recites the formula: 
Blessed is He Who distinguishes between sacred 
and profane, is immediately permitted to perform 
any of the primary categories of labor. However, 
not all authorities concur that one who recites this 
formula is permitted to eat. Rabbi Yehuda sent Ulla 
the basket of fruit to clarify this issue (Maharam 
Halawa). 
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NOTES 


The Master's haughtiness - W274 AMIS: This statement and 
Rabbi Yehuda’s repeated use of the title Master was intended to 
mock Rav Yitzhak. Rabbi Yehuda would not have called his son 

aster in a serious manner. Evidently, he did so to emphasize 
his son's haughtiness. 


That the halakha will not be said in his name - kn xt 
maaa PYV: This statement can be explained in Tight of 
he method of learning common in that period. Since the Oral 
Law was still transmitted by word of mouth, students would 
receive traditions from Sages who had themselves received 
hem from their own teachers. When a Sage introduced a tradi- 
ion to the study hall, it would thereafter be stated in his name. 
By failing to go to Ulla himself, Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
ost the opportunity to have this halakha reported in study 
halls in his name. 


The formula of blessings — niaya% nin): The general rule is 
hat short blessings only begin with the phrase: Blessed are 
You, whereas lengthy blessings both begin and end with this 
phrase. With regard to a series of consecutive blessings, they 
only conclude with the formula: Blessed are You. Although 
here are numerous exceptions to this principle, the funda- 
mental rule is generally followed. See Tosafot, who address 
hese exceptions in great detail. Notwithstanding the above, 
some blessings have undergone changes in their structure. 
Certain blessings are now recited consecutively, e.g., the morn- 
ing blessings, whereas other blessings that were once recited 
consecutively have since been separated. Other blessings were 
lengthened to emphasize a particular point. Nevertheless, the 
original formulation of the blessing is generally maintained. 


Perek X 
Daf105 Amuda 


NOTES 


Shabbat establishes itself - mw nyap xnaw: There are sev- 
eral explanations of this passage. Some commentaries explain 
hat Rav Hananya bar Shelemya and the other scholars sent Rav 
Hamnuna the Elder to check if the sun had set. He explained to 
hem that the determining factor is not sunset but the emer- 
gence of stars, and until that time one need not interrupt his 
meal (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). Others maintain that they wanted 
o see if stars had already emerged, and Rav Hamnuna the Elder 
explained that the sanctity of Shabbat begins at sunset, even if 
hey did not originally intend to recite kiddush at that time (Rif). 


HALAKHA 
Shabbat establishes itself - Aw53 nyap KNAW: With regard 
to people who started a meal before ‘Shabbat, they need not 
completely disrupt their meal when Shabbat begins. It is suf- 
ficient for them to spread a cloth over the food and to recite 
kiddush (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 271:4). 
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Rav Yitzhak came before his father, Rav Yehuda, who said to him: 
How did Ulla recite havdala? He said to him: I myself did not go. 
Instead, I sent Abaye, who said to me that Ulla recited: Who 

distinguishes between sacred and profane. Rav Yehuda grew 
angry and said to him: The Master’s haughtiness" and the Mas- 
ter’s pride caused the Master to act in a way that ensured that the 

halakha will not be said in his name." In other words, had you 

gone yourself, this halakha would have been attributed to you, but 

due to your haughtiness and pride, it will be transmitted in the 

name of Abaye. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Ulla’s practice from a baraita: 
With regard to all blessings, one begins their recitation with: 
Blessed, and concludes reciting them with: Blessed, except for 
blessings over mitzvot, blessings over fruit, a blessing that is 
juxtaposed to another blessing in the order of prayer, e.g., during 
the Amida prayer, and the final blessing after Shema. 


The baraita elaborates: These blessings are different, as some of 
them begin with: Blessed, and do not conclude with: Blessed, 
e.g., blessings over mitzvot and before eating, and some of them 
conclude with: Blessed, and do not begin with: Blessed, such as 
a blessing that is juxtaposed to another blessing.’ And the bless- 
ing: He Who is good and does good, is exceptional, as it is a 
blessing that is juxtaposed to another blessing, and yet it begins 
with: Blessed, and does not conclude with: Blessed. 


HALAKHA 


The formula of blessings - nis1a7 nimp): All blessings 
have set formulations from the period of the members of 
the Great Assembly. They all begin and end with the phrase: 
Blessed are You, with certain exceptions, e.g., blessings re- 
cited before the performance of mitzvot, the blessing of 
the Torah (Kesef Mishne), and the blessings recited before 


eating, which begin with the phrase: Blessed are You, but 
do not conclude with this phrase. Furthermore, bless- 
ings that are juxtaposed to another blessing and the final 
blessing after Shema conclude with but do not begin with 
the phrase: Blessed are You (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Berakhot 11:1). 
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This is difficult for the opinion of Ulla, who began but did not 
conclude the blessing of havdala with: Blessed. The Gemara an- 
swers: Ulla could have said to you: This blessing is also consid- 
ered like a blessing over mitzvot, and therefore it does not require 

a separate conclusion. The Gemara clarifies this response: What is 

the reason that blessings over mitzvot do not require a distinctive 

conclusion? It is because a blessing over a mitzva is a statement of 
praise, and as it does not include anything unrelated to the praise, 
e.g., a request or supplication, it is unnecessary to add a separate 

concluding blessing. This havdala blessing also is comprised only 
of praise. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hananya bar Shelemya and other 
students of Rav were sitting at a meal on Shabbat eve shortly 
before nightfall, and Rav Hamnuna the Elder was standing over 
them to serve them. They said to him: Go and see if the day of 
Shabbat has become sanctified through nightfall. If so, we will 
interrupt our meal by removing the tables and establish its con- 
tinuation as the meal for Shabbat. Rav Hamnuna the Elder said 
to them: You do not need to do this, as Shabbat establishes it- 
self." Whatever you eat after nightfall is automatically considered 
a Shabbat meal, even without any specific action that designates it 
as such. 
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Rav Hamnuna the Elder explained his ruling. As Rav said: Just as 
Shabbat establishes food consumption as a regular, set meal with 
regard to tithes," so Shabbat establishes the requirement to recite 
kiddush. Generally, one may eat untithed produce in a casual, inci- 
dental manner. On Shabbat, however, the strictures of a regular, set 
meal apply even to casual eating. Consequently, on Shabbat it is en- 
tirely prohibited to eat produce from which the appropriate dues and 
tithes have not yet been separated. Similarly, Shabbat automatically 
initiates the requirement to recite kiddush, and it is prohibited to eat 
until one does so. This halakha indicates that whatever one eats at 
this stage is considered part of his Shabbat meal, even if he does not 
remove the table and bring it back. 


They understood from it that just as the start of Shabbat automati- 
cally establishes the requirement to recite kiddush, so its conclusion 
establishes the requirement to recite havdala. This would mean that 
one must interrupt his meal to recite havdala, and whatever he eats 
after that would not be considered part of his Shabbat meal. Rav 
Amram said to them: This is what Rav said: Shabbat establishes an 
obligation to recite kiddush, but it does not establish an obligation 
to recite havdala." 


The Gemara comments: And this applies only with regard to the 
matter of interrupting a meal that one has begun before the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat, that one does not have to interrupt to recite havda- 
la. However, one may not begin a meal after nightfall until after recit- 
ing havdala. The Gemara adds: And with regard to interrupting also, 
we only said that one need not interrupt his eating; but with regard 
to drinking, which is considered less significant, no," one must inter- 
rupt his drinking upon nightfall, even ifhe began drinking before the 
conclusion of Shabbat. 


And with regard to drinking also, we only said it is prohibited to 
drink after nightfall before havdala with regard to wine and beer,’ 
which are significant beverages; but with regard to water, we 
have no problem with it. One may begin drinking water even after 
Shabbat has concluded and before he has recited havdala. 


The Gemara points out that this last statement disagrees with the 
opinion of Rav Huna. As Rav Huna saw a certain man drinking 
water before he recited havdala at the conclusion of Shabbat. He 
said to him: Is the Master not afraid of the ailment called askara? 
As it was taught in the name of Rabbi Akiva that whoever tastes 
anything before he recites havdala, his death will come through 
askara. Nevertheless, the Gemara notes that the Sages of the 
school of Rav Ashi were not particular with regard to water. They 
refrained only from drinking more significant beverages before 


havdala. 


Ravina raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: With 
regard to one who did not recite kiddush on Shabbat eve," i.e., on 
the night of Shabbat, what is the halakha with regard to his ability to 
recite kiddush at any time over the course of the entire day? May 
one recite kiddush later, or has he lost his opportunity by failing to 
recite kiddush at the proper time? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to 
him: From the fact that the sons of Rabbi Hiyya say that one who 
did not recite havdala at the conclusion of Shabbat may recite 
havdala any time over the course of the entire week, it can be in- 
ferred that here too, one who did not recite kiddush on Shabbat 
eve may recite kiddush at any time over the course of the entire day. 


Ravina raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak from the Tosefta: On the nights of Shabbat and the nights 
of a Festival there is a mitzva of kiddush over a cup. And there is a 
requirement to mention the sanctity of the day in Grace after Meals, 
i.e., the paragraph: May it please [retzei], on Shabbat and: May there 
rise and come [ya‘aleh veyavo], on Festivals. On the day of Shabbat 
and Festivals, there is no mitzva of kiddush over a cup, but there is 
a requirement to mention the sanctity of the day in Grace after 
Meals. 


NOTES 


Establishing food consumption as a set meal with 
regard to tithes — wya myrap: There is an obliga- 
tion to separate teruma and tithes from agricultural 
products before they are consumed. Prior to sepa- 
rating teruma and tithes, the crops are untithed and 
may not be eaten. However, the obligation to separate 
teruma and tithes applies only when all the work to be 
performed on those crops, including harvesting and 
ingathering, has been completed. In addition, the ob- 
igation applies only to crops that have been brough 
into a courtyard or a storehouse via a proper entrance. 
Furthermore, the obligation of tithes includes only 
ood that will be eaten in the house as part of a se 
meal, whereas casual consumption does not require 
he separation of teruma and tithes. Notwithstanding 
he above, any food eaten on Shabbat, even in a casua 
manner, attains the status of food used for a set mea 
and must be tithed before it is consumed. The same is 
rue for food set aside for use on Shabbat. 


With regard to drinking, no - x mwa: Some com- 
mentaries assert that drinking is prohibited even with- 
in the context of a meal. Although one is not required 
to interrupt the significant activity of a meal, one may 
not sip from his drink (Maor; Meiiri). 


Drinking wine and beer — 131 7?» nnw: Several 
authorities explain that wine and beer may not be 
consumed before havdala due to the fact that havdala 
may be recited over these beverages. In other words, 
the Sages prohibited drinking these beverages prior to 
using one of them for havdala (Meiiri; Nimmukei Yosef, 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


His death will come through askara - mxa iny: 

Tosafot explain that this ailment is a punishment. for 
eating in a prohibited manner. Other commentaries 
note that the curse of askara came into existence when 
the sun, moon, and stars were created, as indicated 
elsewhere in the Gemara. At the conclusion of Shabbat, 
when fire was initially created, there is a greater danger 
of contracting askara, and therefore one should fast 
until after he has recited the blessing over fire during 
havdala (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 
It does not establish an obligation to recite havdala - 
nyap Drar ay x: Once it becomes dark at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat, one may not begin to eat or drink any- 
thing other than water before reciting havdala. If one 
already began a meal during the day, he is not required 
to interrupt his meal. However, if one was merely drink- 
ing, he must stop until after havdala. Based upon the 
opinion of the Rif, some authorities state that if night- 
fall has definitely arrived, one must even interrupt a 
meal to recite havdala. However, the accepted practice 
is in accordance with the first opinion (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 299:1, and in the comment of the Rema). 


One who did not recite kiddush on Shabbat eve - » 
Nav awa vt Kw: One who failed to recite kiddush 
on Shabbat eve may do so during the day. He recites 
the entire formula of the kiddush at night, except for 
the paragraph that starts with: Then the heavens 
and the earth were completed (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 271:8, and in the comment of the Rema). 
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NOTES 
The tanna does not teach what if - 3072 xb g7: Rashi 
explains that halakhot are formulated based upon 
common situations, not unusual circumstances. When 
the mishna establishes general principles or discusses 
widely relevant halakhot, it does not take rare cases 
into account. 


HALAKHA 

The honor of the day and the honor of the night - 
ate) sia oi 123: The honor of the day of Shabbat 
is greater than the honor of its night. Therefore, if one 
does not have enough food for both meals, he should 
leave the better food for the daytime meal. Neverthe- 
less, obtaining wine for kiddush at night takes prece- 
dence over both the wine and the meal of the day 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 271:3). 
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NOTES 


The honor of the day and sanctification of the day -— 
Diet wtp) DIT Tia: The mitzva to honor Shabbat is 

rabbinic in origin, similar to the mitzva to enjoy Shabbat. 

These mitzvot are based on the verse: “And call Shabbat 

a delight, and the holy of the Lord honorable” (Isaiah 

58:13). Conversely, the sanctification of Shabbat, kiddush, 
is a positive mitzva from the Torah, as it is included in 

the mitzva: “Remember the Shabbat day to sanctify it” 
(Exodus 20:8). Kiddush is best performed at the start 
of Shabbat, just as the court would sanctify months 

and years at their beginning. As a Torah mitzva, it takes 

precedence over the mitzva to honor Shabbat, which is 

derived from the Prophets, not the Torah itself. 


An important individual — Apr: This term, which 
appears in both the Mishna and the Gemara, refers to 
individuals of elevated spiritual status. These people 
were primarily Sages who did not hold official, commu- 
nal positions. Nevertheless, they conducted themselves 
with rare piety and accepted upon themselves various 
stringencies, e.g., additional fast days. 
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Ravina explains his objection: And if it could enter your mind to say 
that one who did not recite kiddush on Shabbat eve may recite kid- 
dush any time over the course of the entire day, on Shabbat and a 
Festival too, it can be found that there is a mitzva of kiddush over a 
cup, for if one did not recite kiddush at night he may recite kiddush 
the following day. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to him: The tanna 
does not teach cases of what if." In other words, the tanna does not 
take into consideration the uncommon circumstance of one who 


failed to recite kiddush on the night of Shabbat. 


Ravina raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
from another source: If there is a choice between the honor of the day 
of Shabbat and the honor of the night," the honor of the day takes 
precedence. And if one has only one cup, he should recite over it 


the sanctification of the day, i.e., kiddush at night, at the beginning of 
Shabbat, because the sanctification of the day takes precedence over 
the honor of the day" and the honor of the night. And ifit is so, that 
one who fails to recite kiddush at night may do so at any time during 
the day, let him leave over the cup of wine until the following day 
and use it for two mitzvot, as he can recite kiddush during the day and 
simultaneously honor the Shabbat day by drinking wine. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said to him: A mitzva is beloved in its proper time. 


Ravina objected to this answer: And do we say that a mitzva is be- 
loved in its proper time? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One who 
enters his home at the conclusion of Shabbat recites the blessing 
over the wine, and then over the light, and then over the spices, and 
recites havdala thereafter over the cup of wine. And if he has only 
one cup" of wine, he leaves it for after he eats his food, and uses it for 
Grace after Meals, and arranges all of the other blessings together 
thereafter. This baraita indicates that we do not say that a mitzva is 
beloved in its proper time, as one does not have to recite havdala 
immediately, i.e., before partaking of his meal. 


He said to him: I am neither a scholar, nor a speculator, nor an 
important individual;" rather, I teach and systematically arrange 
halakhic rulings, and the scholars instruct the students in the study 
hall in accordance with my opinion. I maintain that there is a differ- 
ence for us between the arrival of the day of Shabbat and the depar- 
ture of the day. With regard to the arrival of the day, the sooner we 
welcome the day by reciting kiddush the better, and we thereby ex- 
press how beloved it is to us. With regard to the conclusion of the 
day, we delay it so that Shabbat will not appear to be like a burden 
to us. 


The Gemara points out that one may learn from this baraita eight 
halakhot. The Gemara elaborates: Learn from it that one who recites 
havdala in the evening prayer must also recite havdala over a cup." 
The baraita states that one who comes home must recite the blessing 
over wine and havdala, despite the fact that he has presumably already 
recited havdala in the evening prayer service. 


If he has only one cup — NX Did xdx b Px Ox: One who has 
only one cup of wine at the conclusion of Shabbat should leave 
it for Grace after Meals. After reciting Grace after Meals, he uses 
the cup for havdala. If he is always particular to recite Grace after 
Meals over a cup of wine, he may sip from the cup before havdala 
(Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:4). 


HALAKHA 
Havdala during prayer and over a cup — oy Tyana nyan 
diaT: One who recites havdala during the evening prayers 
must repeat it over a cup of wine. If one forgot to recite havdala 
during the evening prayers, he need not repeat the prayer, as 
he will recite havdala over a cup of wine (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 294:1). 
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And learn from it that one who recites the blessing of Grace after 
Meals requires a cup" of wine. And learn from it that a cup of 
blessing requires a minimum measure," for otherwise it would 
have been possible for one who has only one cup of wine to simply 
divide it into two, recite havdala immediately, and still have a cup 
of wine left over for Grace after Meals. 


And learn from it that one who recites a blessing must taste" the 
food over which he recites the blessing. Otherwise, one who has 
only one cup of wine would be able to use it for both havdala and 
Grace after Meals. And learn from it that once he has tasted the 
wine in the cup he has disqualified it™ from further use as a cup of 
blessing. And learn from it that even if one has tasted food after 


Shabbat, he nevertheless recites havdala."" 


One who recites a blessing must taste — Dippy pry aan: 
If one does not taste wine after reciting its blessing, it appears 
as though he is disgracing the mitzva by refusing to partake of 
the wine (Maharam Halawa). 


Once he has tasted the wine he has disqualified it - tayo 
jaya: After one has taken a sip from a cup of wine, it has been 
disqualified from further use as a cup of blessing. This halakha 
applies to the cup of wine for the recitation of Grace after Meals. 
One who wishes to drink from the cup again must repeat the 
regular the blessing before eating or drinking. The reason this 
cup may no longer be used for kiddush or other mitzvot is due 
to the principle derived from the verse: “Present it now to your 


NOTES 


governor” (Malachi 1:8). Just as one would not give this cup to 
an important officer, it is likewise improper to use it for a mitzva 
(Maharam Halawa). 


If one has tasted food he recites havdala - ran oye: One 
can contend that the Gemara should have issued the more 
novel statement that one may eat after Shabbat before recit- 
ing havdala, ab initio. Apparently, the Gemara did not say this, 
because one can prove from the baraita only that it is permit- 
ted to eat before havdala when one requires the cup of wine 
for Grace after Meals. However, it can certainly be proven from 
the baraita that after eating one may recite havdala after the 
fact (Tosefot Rid). 
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And learn from it that if one has only one cup of wine, he may recite 
two sanctifications over one cup, as the baraita states that one may 
recite two entirely unrelated blessings over a single cup. And learn 
from it that this baraita is according to the ruling of Beit Shammai, 
in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that 
Beit Shammai maintain that one should recite the blessing over fire 
before the blessing over spices. 


Rav Ashi said: On close examination, two of the inferences from 
the baraita, the ruling that once one who has tasted the cup has 
disqualified it and the ruling that a cup of blessing requires a 
specific minimum measure, are actually one matter and should not 
be counted separately. 


Rav Ashi elaborates: And this is what the baraita is saying: What 
is the reason that once one has tasted the cup he has disqualified 
it from further usage as a cup of blessing? It is because a cup of 
blessing requires a specific minimum measure. Once one has 
tasted, there is not enough wine left in the cup. The disqualification 
is not because of the act of tasting itself. If enough wine remains in 
the cup after one has taken a sip, it may be used again as a cup of 
blessing. This ruling is not in accordance with the opinion of certain 
Sages, who maintain that sipping from the cup itself constitutes an 
inherent disqualification. 


HALAKHA 


The blessing of Grace after Meals requires a cup - 1373 
Did MAY: Some commentaries maintain that one always 
requires a cup for Grace after Meals, even when he recites the 
blessing alone (Josafot). Other authorities state that a cup of 
wine is required only when three people recite the blessings 
ogether in a zimmun (Midrash HaNeelam on the book of 
Ruth). Yet other commentaries contend that even when a 
group of ten recites the blessings together, they do not have 
o recite them over a cup of wine, although it is preferable to 
do so (Rif; Rambam). The prevalent custom follows this last 
opinion, as the ruling of our Gemara is in accordance with 
he opinion of Beit Shammai (Rashba; Vilna Gaon; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 182:1). 


A cup of blessing requires a minimum measure -bW pid 
yw pry T272: A cup of blessing must contain at least one 
quarter-log of wine (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 
7:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 271:11). 


One who recites a blessing must taste - P9% 71407 
Diyow: One who recites a blessing over a cup must drink 
some of its wine. He should drink a majority of one quarter- 
log ab initio. However, another person may drink on his be- 
half. Ideally, everyone who heard the blessing should drink 
from the cup (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 190:4). 


Once he has tasted the wine he has disqualified it — inyy 
§ax5: One who drinks from a cup has disqualified it for kid- 
dush and havdala. However, this halakha applies only if one 
drinks directly from the cup; if he pours some of the wine 
into a different cup and drinks from it, the first cup is not 
disqualified. If one drinks from a pitcher or a small barrel it 
too is disqualified, but a large barrel is not disqualified in this 
manner (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 182:3). 


If one has tasted food he recites havdala - ran oyy: 
One who has eaten after Shabbat before reciting havdala 
may still recite havdala (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:5). 
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BACKGROUND 
Pitcher — Xa¥Mx: This refers to a large pitcher used for a 
variety of purposes. Occasionally this pitcher served as a 
bucket for drawing well water, while at other times it was 
used for storing liquids or for pickling. 


HALAKHA 


Particular even with regard to a...barrel — Sox DOP 
san: If one drinks directly from a small barrel or pitcher, 
its wine may no longer be used for kiddush. This halakha 
does not apply to a large barrel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 182:3). 


Remember it over wine — 7 by mait: There is a posi- 
tive mitzva to sanctify Shabbat verbally. The Sages re- 
quired that one recite kiddush over wine or bread (Maggid 
Mishne). This enactment is supported by a biblical verse, as 
explained in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 29:1, 6). 


Kiddush on the day of Shabbat - naw oi by warp: 
On Shabbat day, one fulfills the obligation of kiddush by 
reciting the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the vine, 
over a cup of wine before the meal (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 289:1). 
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The Gemara relates that Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi was particular with 
regard to a blemished pitcher," i.e., he would not recite kiddush or 
havdala with a pitcher from which someone had already taken a sip. 
Rav Idi bar Sheisha was particular with regard to a blemished cup. 
Mar bar Rav Ashi was particular even with regard to a blemished 
barrel" and would take wine for kiddush only from a previously un- 
opened barrel. 


The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Remember the 
day of Shabbat to sanctify it” (Exodus 20:7): Remember it over 
wine," through the recitation of kiddush. I have only derived that there 
is a mitzva to recite kiddush during the day, as the verse is referring to 
the day of Shabbat. From where do I derive that one must also recite 
kiddush at night? The verse states: “Remember the day of Shabbat" 
to sanctify it,’ which indicates that one should also remember Shabbat 
as soon as it is sanctified. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this last question: From where is it 
derived that one must recite kiddush at night? Is this the appropriate 
question? On the contrary, the essential mitzva of kiddush is to sanc- 
tify the day at night, as one must sanctify the beginning of the day, 
i.e., Friday night; there is no reason to sanctify Shabbat in the middle 
of the day, i.e., in the morning. And furthermore, the continuation of 
the baraita states: From where do we derive the obligation of kiddush 
at night? The verse states: “Remember the day of Shabbat.” The 
tanna is seeking a source for kiddush at night, and yet he cites a verse 
that is referring to the day. 


The Gemara answers that this is what the tanna is saying: “Remember 
the day of Shabbat to sanctify it” is a mitzva to remember it over wine 
when it begins. I have only derived the obligation to recite kiddush at 
night; from where do I derive that one must also recite kiddush during 
the day? The verse states: “Remember the day of Shabbat.” The 
emphasis of the word day indicates that one must recite kiddush again 
during the day. 


The Gemara asks: During the day, when one does not recite the same 
kiddush as at night, what blessing does one recite? Rav Yehuda said: 
Before the meal, one brings a cup of wine and simply recites the usual 
blessing over wine: Who creates the fruit of the vine. ™ The Gemara 
relates that Rav Ashi happened to come to the city of Mehoza. The 
Sages of Mehoza said to him on Shabbat day: Will the Master recite 
for us the great kiddush?" And they immediately brought him a cup 
of wine. 


NOTES 


Was particular with regard to a blemished pitcher - "3p 
1925 KIYN: Some commentaries explain that this is referring 
o someone who drank directly from the pitcher or barrel. If one 
simply poured a cup from the pitcher or barrel, it is not disquali- 
fied (Mikhtam). 


Remember the day [et yom] of Shabbat - nawn of ny sist: 

Apparently, the derivation is based on the untranslated conjunc- 
ion et, which is generally considered an inclusive term. In this 
case, it is referring to the recitation of an additional kiddush (Rav 
eir Arik). 


Kiddush during the day - nï? bw warp: Some commentaries 
ask: If kiddush during the day includes only the basic blessing: 
Who creates the fruit of the vine, why is it called a sanctifica- 
tion [kiddush]? The answer is that this blessing was instituted 


specifically for Shabbat, not for weekdays, and therefore one will 
remember that it is in honor of Shabbat (Mikhtam). Alternatively, 
one is permitted to establish a meal over wine only on Shabbat. 
Consequently, one who begins with wine will remember that it 
is Shabbat (Tosefot Rid). 


The great kiddush — 7131 XWP: Several explanations have 
been offered as to why this short kiddush in the day is called 
the great kiddush. A number of authorities state that as every 
kiddush contains the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the vine, 
it is great with regard to its frequency (Rashi; Rashbam). Some 
commentaries maintain that this title is used out of deference to 
the honor of Shabbat (Nimmukei Yosef, Rabbeinu Yehonatan). Yet 
others explain that it is a euphemism, as this kiddush is so short 
(Mikhtam, Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 
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Rav Ashi was unsure what they meant by the term great kiddush and 
wondered if the residents of Mehoza included other matters in their 
kiddush. He thought: What is this great kiddush to which they refer? 
He said to himself: Since with regard to all the blessings that require a 
cup of wine, one first recites the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the 
vine, I will start with that blessing. He recited: Who creates the fruit 
of the vine, and lengthened it" to see if they were expecting an addi- 
tional blessing. He saw a particular elder bending over his cup and 
drinking, and he realized that this was the end of the great kiddush. He 
read the following verse about himself: “The wise man, his eyes are 
in his head” (Ecclesiastes 2:14), as he was alert enough to discern the 
expectations of the local residents." 


As stated above, the sons of Rabbi Hiyya say: One who did not recite 
havdala at the conclusion of Shabbat may recite havdala anytime over 
the course of the entire week. The Gemara asks: And until how many 
days of that week have passed may one still recite havdala? Rabbi Zeira 
said: Until the fourth day of the week, Wednesday, after which it is no 
longer considered the same week as the previous Shabbat." 


This is like that ruling of halakha stated when Rabbi Zeira sat before 
Rav Asi, and some say it was Rav Asi who sat before Rabbi Yohanan. 
And he sat and said: With regard to the wording of bills of divorce," 
the first day of the week and the second and third days of the week are 
all called: After Shabbat. Ifa bill of divorce or a condition upon which 
the document depends includes the phrase: After Shabbat, it refers to 
one of the first three days of the week. However, the fourth and fifth 
days of the week and the eve of the day of Shabbat are called: Before 
Shabbat. Likewise, with regard to havdala, the first three days of the 
week are considered the time period after Shabbat, and therefore one 
may still recite havdala on these days. 


Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi said: However, one who recites havdala during 
this time period may not recite the blessing over fire. This blessing 
may be recited only at the conclusion of Shabbat, at the time when fire 
was originally created. 


Rav Beruna said that Rav said: 


NOTES 


Lengthened it - ma ax: The geonim explain that Rav Ashi referred to the daytime kiddush as the great kiddush because they 


recited a lengthy version of the blessing. 


In those days there was wanted him to recite the Shabbat night kiddush on their behalf. 


an expanded version of kiddush that included the formula: Who However, as he was not certain that this was their intention, he 


creates young and old wine to gladden 
expressions of praise. 


he heart, as well as other paused to see what the people would do upon the conclusion 
of the first blessing (Mikhtam; see Rav Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Rav Ashi and the great kiddush — a1 KwIP1 WX 27: This story Not over fire — aint by x: Some commentaries explain that this 


is puzzling. What did Rav Ashi plan to d 


o after reciting the bless- person could have recited that blessing at the appropriate time, 


ing: Who creates the fruit of the vine? According to his opinion, as the blessing over fire does not have to be recited together 


one who repeats the kiddush of Shabba 
a blessing in vain. Apparently, Rav Ash 


night by day has recited with the blessing of havdala over a cup of wine. The same is true 
i thought that for some of the blessing over spices. Therefore, upon obtaining wine he 


reason the townsmen had not recited kiddush at night, and they 


Until when may one recite havdala - Dian ma WY: One who 
forgot to recite havdala at the conclusion of Shabbat may do so 
until the end of Tuesday afternoon (Tosafot; Rosh). Some com- 
mentaries rule that one may recite havdala only until the end of 
Sunday afternoon (Rif; geonim). Other authorities assert that the 
halakha that one who has already eaten may still recite havdala 
is a unique leniency for the conclusion of Shabbat. However, one 
who has eaten may no longer recite havdala at a later stage (Tur, 
citing Ba‘al Halakhot Gedolot). The Rema rules in accordance with 
the first opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:6). 


HALAKHA 


recites only the blessings relating to the wine (Mikhtam; Maor). 


With regard to bills of divorce — pura paw: If one says to his 
agent: Write a bill of divorce to my wife after Shabbat, he means 
that it should be written by the end of Tuesday afternoon 
(Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 144:6). 


Havdala later than the conclusion of Shabbat - an) nyan 
Naw gyin: One who recites havdala not immediately after the 
conclusion of Shabbat does not recite the blessings over fire or 
spices (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:6). 
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HALAKHA = -—— 
One who washes his hands should not recite kiddush -bpi 
wap x yt: One who washes his hands before kiddush dem- 
onstrates that he prefers bread to wine. Consequently, one who 
does so should recite kiddush over bread (Rif). Based on the 
Rosh and Mordekhai, the Rema rules that it is preferable to wash 
one’s hands before kiddush and then to recite kiddush over wine. 
Several later authorities write that one should act in accordance 
with the first opinion. Nevertheless, the opinion of the Rema is 
accepted by certain communities (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2717:12). 


One who has tasted may recite kiddush — wip bYv: One who 
accidentally ate before kiddush on Shabbat night may neverthe- 
less recite kiddush that night (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 272:7). 


One who has tasted may recite havdala -5122 ayy: One who 
ate before reciting havdala after Shabbat may still recite havdala 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:5). 
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One who washes his hands should not recite kiddush" after 
washing, as this would constitute an interruption between wash- 
ing and eating, and he will have to wash again. Instead, he should 
hear kiddush from someone else. Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar 
Marta said to them: Not a lot of time has yet passed since Rav 
died, and we have already forgotten his halakhic rulings. Many 
times I stood before Rav and saw that sometimes he preferred 
bread,’ and he would recite kiddush over bread. On those 
occasions Rav would wash his hands, recite kiddush over the 
bread, and eat it. At other times he preferred wine and would 
recite kiddush over wine. This shows that kiddush is not con- 
sidered an interruption between washing one’s hands and eating 


bread. 


Rav Huna said that Rav said: One who has tasted any food on 

Shabbat night may not recite kiddush’ anymore that night, as 

one must recite kiddush before he eats. Instead, he recites kid- 
dush during the day before the meal. Rav Hana bar Hinnana 

raised a dilemma before Rav Huna: If one tasted food at the 

conclusion of Shabbat before reciting havdala, what is the hala- 
kha with regard to whether he may recite havdala? He said to 

him: I say that one who has tasted food may still recite havda- 
la. And Rav Asi said: One who has tasted food may not recite 

havdala. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba happened to 
come to the house of Rav Asi. He forgot and tasted some food 
after Shabbat before havdala. They gave him a cup and he re- 
cited havdala. Later, Rav Asi’s wife said to her husband: But 
my Master does not act this way. In your opinion, one who eats 
before havdala does not recite havdala. He said to her: Leave 
Rav Yirmeya bar Abba. He maintains in accordance with the 
opinion of his rabbi. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba was a student of 
Rav, who ruled that even one who has eaten may recite havdala. 


Rav Yosef said that Shmuel said: One who has tasted food 
before kiddush may not recite kiddush, and one who has tasted 
food before havdala may not recite havdala. And Rabba said 
that Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: One who has tasted 
may nevertheless recite kiddush," and one who has tasted may 
likewise recite havdala."" 


NOTES 


One who washes his hands should not recite kiddush — 
wap? x wp bpian: The Rashbam maintains that one should 
not recite kiddush himself. Rather, he should listen to the 
recital of another. The Ra‘avad asserts that he should no 
recite kiddush over wine but over bread. The commentaries 
offer various reasons for this ruling: Kiddush is considered an 
interruption between washing and eating (Rashbam), or i 
appears as though he washed for fruit or wine, which is un- 
necessary and a display of conceit (geonim; Rav Yehuda ben 
Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Tosafot). Some authorities explain tha 
Rav's ruling is consistent with his opinion that one who has 
already eaten may not recite kiddush. His ruling in this contex 
is that washing one's hands indicates that one intends to ea 
bread rather than recite kiddush. Therefore, it is as though he 
has already eaten, and he must therefore hear kiddush from 
someone else. 


Sometimes he preferred bread - x797 moy DIN pa: 
Some commentaries explain that when Rav was particularly 
hungry he considered reciting kiddush over the bread a pref- 
erable way to perform the mitzva, rather than delaying eating 
to recite kiddush over wine (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh). Alternatively, after washing his hands he would 
decide whether the wine or bread looked more appealing 
and he would use that item for kiddush (Me'iri). 


One who has tasted food may not recite kiddush - nyv 
wa ix: The Ra’avad asks: Just because someone has com- 
mitted a transgression by eating before kiddush, should he 
be told to continue transgressing by not reciting kiddush 
at all? As the Sages put it: If someone has eaten garlic and 
his breath smells, should he then eat more garlic? One ex- 
planation is that this person should not recite kiddush him- 
self, as it appears as though he is denigrating the mitzva 
by not fulfilling it at the appropriate time. Rather, some- 
one else should recite kiddush for him (Maharam Halawa, 
citing Ra’avad). 


The dispute between the amora‘im with regard to the 
opinion of Shmuel — bisaw owa gynyg pina: The 
dispute between Rabba and Rav Yosef, whose understand- 
ings of Shmuel’s view conflict, is one of several instances 
in which later Sages reported conflicting traditions abou 
a statement of an earlier Sage. These disputes can be 
explained in light of several examples in the Talmud in 
which a Sage issued a halakhic ruling and later reversed 
his opinion. It is even possible for a Sage to issue a rul- 
ing and retract it the very next day. If one student heard 
the first ruling and was absent when the Sage retracted it, 
he might end up disputing his colleagues’ reports of their 
rabbi's opinion. 
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Rava said: The halakha is that one who tasted food before 
kiddush may recite kiddush; and one who tasted food before 
havdala may recite havdala; and one who did not recite kid- 
dush on Shabbat eve, at night, may recite kiddush any time 
during the entire day until the conclusion of Shabbat. Like- 
wise, one who did not recite havdala at the conclusion of 
Shabbat may recite havdala any time during the entire week, 
i.e., during the first three days of the week, the time period 
called: After Shabbat. 


Ameimar began this teaching of Rava in this emended for- 
mulation: Rava said: The halakha is that one who tasted food 
before kiddush may recite kiddush; and one who tasted food 
before havdala may recite havdala; and one who did not re- 
cite kiddush on Shabbat eve, at night, may recite kiddush any 
time during the entire day. One who did not recite havdala 
at the conclusion of Shabbat may recite havdala any time 
during the entire day of Sunday, but no later. 


The Gemara relates that the Mar Yanuka, the younger Mar, and 
Mar Kashisha, the elder Mar, both sons of Rav Hisda, said to 
Rav Ashi: Once Ameimar happened to come to our place 
and we did not have wine for havdala. We brought him beer 
and he did not recite havdala, and he passed the night 
fasting," as it is prohibited to eat before havdala. The next day 
we exerted ourselves and brought him wine, and he recited 
havdala and tasted some food. The next year he again hap- 
pened" to come to our place. Once again we did not have 
wine and we brought him beer." He said: If so, if it is so dif- 
ficult to obtain wine in your place, beer is the wine of the 
province." He recited havdala over the beer and tasted some 
food. 


The Gemara notes that one may learn from Ameimar’s conduct 
three halakhot: Learn from it that one who recites havdala in 
the prayer service must recite havdala again over a cup, as 
Ameimar had presumably recited the paragraph of havdala in 
his Amida prayer. And learn from it that it is prohibited for a 
person to eat before he recites havdala." And learn from it 
that one who did not recite havdala at the conclusion of 
Shabbat may recite havdala anytime during the entire week, 
i.e, during the first three days of the week. 


In the above story, Ameimar refused to recite havdala over beer. 
The Gemara addresses this issue at greater length. Rav Huna 
raised a dilemma before Rav Hisda: What is the halakha 
with regard to whether it is permitted to recite kiddush over 
date beer? He said: Now, if with regard to barley beer, fig beer, 
and beer produced from berries, I raised a dilemma before 
Ravas to whether or not they may be used for kiddush, and Rav 
had previously raised this dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya, and 
Rabbi Hiyya had inquired of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and he 
did not resolve it for him, as he could not find a source that 
clearly permits it, is it necessary to say that date beer," which 
is inferior to those other types of beer, may not be used for 


kiddush? 


Those who heard this response understood from it that it is 
kiddush that one may not recite over it, but one may recite 
havdala over date beer. Rav Hisda said to them that Rav said 
as follows: Just as one may not recite kiddush over date beer, 
so one may not recite havdala over it. It was also stated that 
Rav Tahalifa bar Avimi said that Shmuel said: Just as one may 
not recite kiddush over date beer, so one may not recite 
havdala over it. 


NOTES 
He passed the night fasting — mw na: The Gemara in this 
context uses a biblical expression: "Passed the night fasting” 
(Daniel 6:19). 


The next year he again happened - pops ofal TW: The con- 
duct of Rav Hisda’s sons is puzzling: If they already knew from 
the previous year that Ameimar would not recite havdala over 
beer, why did they give him the same beverage the next time 
round? One possibility is that on the second occasion they 
brought the beer to recite havdala themselves, as they presum- 
ably used beer for havdala on a regular basis (Rashash). 


Wine and beer — 33%) 1»: The recitation of kiddush and other 
blessings specifically over wine was not merely the prevailing 
custom in Eretz Yisrael; rather, this is derived from the Torah itself. 
Almost every libation on the altar in the Temple was performed 
with wine, and the Levites sang in the Temple only during wine 
ibations. Other beverages are not eligible for these important 
ceremonies, regardless of their taste. It can be inferred from 
he statements of Ameimar and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that in 
pressing situations other choice beverages may be considered 
he equivalent of wine in a particular locale. 


tis prohibited for a person to eat before he recites havdala - 
bazy otip Nw Ixy b ADK: Some commentaries say that 
his applies only if one has a cup of wine with which to recite 

havdala and has not yet done so. However, if one does not have 

any wine, he may rely on the havdala recited during the prayer 
service and proceed to eat. According to this opinion, Ameimar 
was extra stringent when he fasted despite not having anything 

to use for havdala. 


Barley beer and date beer — x91 xnitYa: Dates were abun- 
dant in Babylonia. Consequently, “date beer was a common and 
inexpensive beverage that was consumed primarily by the poor. 
Beers produced from other products were held in higher regard. 


HALAKHA 


Wine of the province — 72°72 wan: The Sages discussed the 
appropriate course of action when the requisite wine is unavail- 
able. Is one permitted to use a different beverage, known as the 
wine of the province, which replaces wine as the main beverage 
of that place? With regard to havdala, the halakha is that one 
may recite havdala using the wine of the province. However, 
one may not recite havdala over bread (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 296:2). 

Some commentaries say that one may also recite kiddush 
over the wine of the province (Rosh, based upon the Ri; Ra‘avan). 
Other authorities rule that if there is no wine available, kiddush 
should be recited over bread (Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot; Rif; Ram- 
bam, based upon the Jerusalem Talmud). The Rosh maintains 
that at night one should recite kiddush over bread, and during 
the day over the wine of the province. This is the prevailing 
custom (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 272:9, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 

With regard to for Grace after Meals, if wine is unavailable, 
it is permitted to use the wine of the province. Even if wine is 
available but expensive, one may use the wine of the province 
instead of wine (Rema). If one does not have even the wine of 
the province, he may use any other beverage that is a popular 
drink in that locale, even if it is entirely dissimilar to wine (Ateret 
Zekeinim, citing the Maharshal; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
282:2). 
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Thirteen soakings — 13/3 aon: The common method of 
manufacturing beer, according to the geonim, was as follows: 
Water and bindweed were mixed with crushed dates. After 
his mixture was left sitting overnight, the water was poured 
into a second barrel of crushed dates. The same process was 
performed a third time. At this point, the beer was allowed 
o ferment. 

The Gemara here describes the production of fine beer. 
Water was transferred thirteen times into thirteen different 
barrels, so that it absorbed much of the taste of the dates. 

Other authorities assert that the Gemara is referring to 
he thirteen times the beer was strained to remove impu- 
rities. This might very well be another stage in the process 
described above. 


NOTES 
Pains and soothes — D5191 0r: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that beer impairs one's intellect. Its sweet taste is enticing, 
but its effects are negative (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 


HALAKHA 

Drinking from the cup of kiddush - wip pid nmw: One 
must drink at least a cheekful of wine from the cup used for 
kiddush. For an average-sized person, a cheekful is the major- 
ity of one quarter-log, but the amount is larger for a bigger 
person. However, one is never required to drink more than 
one quarter-log (Magen Avraham, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
27113). 
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The Gemara relates that Levi sent Rabbi Yehuda HaNasia beer 
of thirteen soakings,’ i.e., thirteen batches of dates had been 
soaked in water until it had thoroughly absorbed the taste of the 
dates. This was considered a high-quality beer. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi tasted it and it was especially pleasant. He said: A beer 
like this is fit to recite kiddush over and to say upon it all the 
songs and praises in the world, as it is as good as wine. At night, 
it disrupted his digestion and caused him pain. He said: It 
pains on the one hand and soothes" on the other. 


With regard to the discomfort caused by beer, the Gemara cites 

related statements of amora’im. Rav Yosef said: I will take a vow 

in public, which cannot be nullified, that I will not drink beer 

due to its negative effects, despite the fact that beer was a popu- 
lar beverage in Babylonia. Rava said: I would rather drink 
water used for soaking flax, and I will not drink beer. 


And Rava said: One who recites kiddush over beer, his regular 
drink should be beer. In other words, the fitting punishment 
for one who recites kiddush over beer, the poor man’s drink in 
Babylonia, is for him to become poor himself and have to drink 
beer on a regular basis. The Gemara relates that Rav was found 
by Rav Huna reciting kiddush over beer. He said to him: Abba, 
Rav’s first name, has started to acquire coins with beer. As Rav 
recently began selling beer, it has become his favorite beverage, 
to the extent that he uses it for kiddush. 


The Sages taught: One may recite kiddush only over wine, and 
one may recite blessings only over wine. The Gemara express- 
es surprise: Is that to say that one does not say the blessing: 
By Whose word all things [shehakol] came to be, over beer 
and water? Abaye said: This is what the baraita is saying: One 
only says: Bring a cup of blessing to recite the blessing of 
Grace after Meals, over wine. The Rabbis taught in a baraita: 
One may not recite kiddush over beer. In the name of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, they said that one may recite 


kiddush over beer. 


With regard to the halakha that one who recites kiddush must 
drink from the cup, the Gemara states that one fulfills the mitz- 
va of kiddush by tasting any amount of wine. Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Yehuda, says that one must drink at least a cheekful. Rav 
Huna said that Rav said, and Rav Giddel from the city of 
Neresh likewise teaches: One who recites kiddush and tastes 
a cheekful has fulfilled his obligation, and if not, he has not 
fulfilled his obligation." 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: I teach this baraita in a precise 

manner, and I do not mention Giddul bar Menashya, nor Gid- 
dul bar Minyumei, but rather the plain name Giddul, without 
any identifying moniker. The Gemara asks: What is the practi- 
cal difference in Rav Giddel’s name? The Gemara answers: To 

raise a contradiction between one of his rulings and another 
one of his rulings. Since it is not clear exactly which Sage issued 

this ruling, it is impossible to prove that he reversed or contra- 
dicted his opinion in a later statement. 


The Gemara returns to the mishna, which stated that it is pro- 
hibited to eat adjacent to minha time on Passover eve. A di- 
lemma was raised before the Sages in the study hall: Did we 
learn in the mishna that it is prohibited to eat adjacent to the 
time of the greater minha [minha gedola], whichis half an hour 
after midday, or perhaps we learned in the mishna that it is 
prohibited to eat adjacent to the time of the lesser minha 
[minha ketana], two and a half hours before sunset? 


The Gemara elaborates: Did we learn in the mishna that it is 
prohibited to eat adjacent to the time of the greater minha, and 
this is because of the Paschal lamb, lest one come to be drawn 
after the meal and spend a long time eating, as was typical for 
large meals, 
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and he will end up refraining from performing the Paschal lamb? 
Or perhaps we learned this halakha in the mishna as pertaining to 
the time adjacent to the lesser minha, and the reason for the prohibi- 
tion is due to matza. If one eats shortly before nightfall, perhaps he 
will come to eat the matza as an act of excessive eating," when one 
forces himself to eat despite the fact that he has no desire to do so. 


Ravina said: Come and hear a solution from a baraita: Even King 
Agrippa," who regularly eats every day at nine hours, i.e., three hours 
before sunset, on that day of Passover eve, he may not eat until dark. 
Ravina infers from this baraita: Granted, if you say that we learned in 
the mishna that it is prohibited to eat adjacent to the lesser minha, this 
is why his actions are accounted to the greatness of Agrippa, as he 
refrained from eating despite the fact that the prohibition had not yet 
gone into effect. 


However, if you say that we learned in the mishna that one may not 
eat adjacent to the greater minha, what is the greatness of Agrippa? 
The prohibition against eating had already taken effect at the outset, 
right after midday. Rather, it must be that we learned in the mishna 
that it is prohibited to eat adjacent to the lesser minha, and Agrippa 
was praised for changing his regular routine, despite the fact that he 
was not obligated to do so. 


However, the question still remains: Ultimately, what is the greatness 
of Agrippa? The time of the prohibition had arrived. Although the 
ninth hour begins shortly before the prohibition goes into effect, Agrip- 
pa’s meal would presumably extend into the time when it is prohibited 
to eat, and therefore it was indeed prohibited for him to start his meal 
at the regular time. The Gemara answers: Since Agrippa was accus- 
tomed to eating in the afternoon, it might have been thought that he 
should be permitted to eat at this hour on Passover eve as well. Lest 
you say that since Agrippa would not eat during the morning like most 
people, nine hours for Agrippa is considered like four hours for us, 
the baraita therefore teaches us that we do not distinguish between 
Agrippa and anyone else in this regard. 


Rabbi Yosei said: It is prohibited to eat a proper meal from minha time 
onward;" however, one may dip and eat types of refreshments, e.g., 
fruit or meat that do not constitute a full meal and will not fill one’s 
stomach. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yitzhak would dip and eat 
vegetables." That opinion, that it is permitted to snack after minha time 
on Passover eve, was also taught in a baraita: During the afternoon of 
Passover eve, the waiter may dip vegetables in the intestines" of the 
animals that had been slaughtered in preparation for the Festival meals 
and place them before the guests who had registered for the Paschal 
lamb. This was done to whet their appetites, so they would eat the 
Paschal lamb and matza that evening with greater relish. 


The baraita continues: And although there is no absolute proof for 
this matter, there is an allusion to this matter, as it is stated: “Break 


up for yourselves a fallow ground," and do not sow among thorns” 


(Jeremiah 4:3). This verse teaches that one must undertake prepara- 
tions to achieve positive results. Similarly, one should eat a small 
amount in the afternoon to enable him to consume more in the evening. 


The Gemara relates that Rava would drink wine the entire day of 
Passover eve, so as to whet his appetite to enable him to eat more 
matza at night. Rava said: From where do I say it, that wine whets 
the appetite? As we learned in a mishna: 


The prohibition against eating adjacent to minha time - 71x 
anand pap TY: It is prohibited to eat on Passover eve from 
the beginning of the tenth hour, so that one will eat matza 
in the evening with a hearty appetite. The prohibition applies 
only to bread; it is permitted to eat a small amount of fruits and 


HALAKHA 


vegetables. One who will become full even from a snack should 
not eat at all (Rema). One should not drink a small amount of 
wine, as this will reduce his appetite, but he may drink a lot 
of wine, which will increase his appetite (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 4711). 


NOTES 


Excessive eating — 73 TYN: Excessive eating 
is consumption when one is already full to the 
point that he does not want to eat any more, but 
he forces himself to continue eating. In certain 
circumstances, the halakha does not consider 
excessive eating as eating at all. In any case, it is 
certainly improper to fulfill the mitzva of eating 
matza in this fashion. At the same time, it is also 
inappropriate to eat sacrificial foods ravenously. 
The most fitting manner to consume sacrificial 
foods, such as the Paschal lamb, is to eat a few 
other items of food first, so that one will be full only 
after eating the sacrificial foods (Me'iri). 


Even King Agrippa - qan DAK ons: The 
phrase: Even King Agrippa, does not simply mean 
that King Agrippa acted in the same manner as ev- 
eryone else. Rather, it indicates that although the 
king maintained unique habits, due to his honor, 
wealth, and the like, and there was reason not to 
apply the general rules to him, he nevertheless 
acted in accordance with the regular principles 
of conduct. 


Would dip vegetables - »p1a avn: Some com- 
mentaries explain that he would dip vegetables in 
vinegar, as vinegar before a meal is not tasty and 
dulls the teeth, unlike vinegar consumed during or 
after a meal. Therefore, the Sages permitted one to 
eat vinegar before a meal (Arukh). 


Dip in the intestines — }»¥1 233 avn: The Ben 
Yehoyada explains that this halakha applies specifi- 
cally to intestines. The ruling is based upon the Ge- 
mara in tractate Nedarim, which states that intes- 
tines are not considered meat, which indicates that 
intestines are not a significant food. Consequently, 
one may eat them in the afternoon of Passover eve. 


Break up for yourselves a fallow ground - 93 
n 037: Some commentaries explain that one 
who eats only fruit is like one who sows without 
plowing, as this food will not satisfy him (Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). When one is 
very hungry, it is preferable for him to eat a small 
amount first, to whet his appetite, after which he 
can eat his meal and be satiated (see Rashbam; 
Nimmukei Yosef, Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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NOTES 
Rav Sheshet would fast - xnayna 2 mA NWY 27: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, this and related stories are cited 
as precedents for the practice that firstborns should fast 
on Passover eve, a practice that is mentioned in several 
sources, including tractate Soferim. Nevertheless, the Je- 
rusalem Talmud also concludes that Rav Sheshet's fast 
was not due to this practice. Rather, he did so because of 
his delicateness, as stated here. 


HALAKHA 
A delicate person on the eve of Passover — DNDN 
MDS Awa: One whose appetite will be ruined if he eats 
at any point during the day should preferably refrain from 
eating at all on Passover eve, so that he will be able to 
eat matza in the evening with a hearty appetite (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 470:3). 


Matza and bitter herbs while reclining — viva 7¥1 
mapa: Matza must be eaten while reclining, whereas 
bitter herbs should not be eaten while reclining. One who 
eats matza without reclining has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion. Some authorities rule that since people nowadays 
never recline while eating, one may rely after the fact 
upon the lenient opinion that one is no longer required 
to recline (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:7; 475:1, and in 
the comment of the Rema, based upon Ra’avya). 


LANGUAGE 


Delicate [istenis] - APX: From the Greek aoBevis, 
astenés, meaning weak, sickly, or delicate. 
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During the Passover seder, between these cups that one is obli- 
gated to drink, e.g., between the first two of the four cups of wine, 
if one wants to drink he may drink. However, between the third 
and fourth cups, which are consumed after the meal, one may not 
drink. And if you say that wine satisfies a person, why may one 
drink extra cups? He will later eat matza when he is already sati- 
ated, which will constitute an excessive eating. Rather, learn from 
this that wine whets the appetite. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Sheshet would fast" the entire eve of 
Passover. The Gemara asks: Shall we say that Rav Sheshet main- 
tains that this practice was necessary because of two factors? First, 
when the mishna states that one may not eat adjacent to minha time, 
we learned this ruling with regard to the period of time adjacent 
to the greater minha, and the reason for the prohibition is due to 
the Paschal lamb, lest one be drawn after one’s meal and come to 
refrain from performing the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb. 


And second, Rav Sheshet maintains in accordance with that state- 
ment that Rabbi Oshaya said that Rabbi Elazar said: Ben Beteira 

would deem valid a Paschal lamb that was slaughtered in the 

morning on the fourteenth of Nisan for its own purpose, as from 

the morning it is already the time during which a Paschal lamb 

may be sacrificed, as the whole day is fit for the Paschal lamb. 


As ben Beteira maintained that when the Torah says the Paschal 
lamb must be sacrificed “bein ha‘arbayim” (Exodus 12:6), which 
literally means: Between the evenings, but is often rendered: In the 
afternoon, the term refers to any time between the evening of 
yesterday and the current evening of the fourteenth. In other 
words, as Rav Sheshet maintained that the reason one may not eat 
on Passover eve is to prevent him from being distracted from pre- 
paring the Paschal lamb, and he also maintained that the Paschal 
offering may be sacrificed during the entire day of the fourteenth 
of Nisan, therefore, he would not eat that entire day. 


They say in response to this suggested interpretation of Rav Shesh- 
et’s practice: No, it is by no means clear that this was his reasoning. 
Rav Sheshet was different, as he was delicate [istenis],"' for if he 
would taste some food in the morning, the food he ate at night 
would not be effective for him. He would therefore fast the whole 
day so that he could eat matza at night with a hearty appetite. 


We learned in the mishna that even the poorest of Jews should not 
eat until he reclines. It was stated that amora’im discussed the re- 
quirement to recline. Everyone agrees that matza requires reclin- 
ing, i.e., one must recline when eating matza, and bitter herbs do 
not require reclining." With regard to wine, it was stated in the 
name of Rav Nahman that wine requires reclining, and it was also 
stated in the name of Rav Nahman that wine does not require 
reclining. 


The Gemara explains: And these two statements do not disagree 
with each other: This statement is referring to the first two cups, 
and that statement is referring to the last two cups. However, it 
was not clear which two cups require reclining according to Rav 
Nahman. Some say the explanation in this manner and some say 
it in that manner. The Gemara elaborates: Some say it in this man- 
ner, that the first two cups require reclining, as it is now that 
freedom begins. Since reclining is a sign of freedom, while discuss- 
ing the exodus from Egypt it is appropriate to drink while reclining. 
By contrast, the last two cups do not require reclining, because 
what was already was. In other words, by this point one has com- 
pleted the discussion of the Exodus and has reached the latter 
stages of the seder. 
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And some say it in that manner and claim that on the contrary, 
the last two cups require reclining, as it is at that time that there 
is freedom. However, the first two cups do not require reclining, 
as one still says: We were slaves. The Gemara concludes: Now 
that it was stated so, and it was stated so, i.e., there are two con- 
flicting opinions and it cannot be proven which two cups require 
reclining, both these sets of cups and those require reclining."" 


The Gemara continues to discuss the halakha of reclining. Lying 
on one’s back’ is not called reclining. Reclining to the right is 
not called reclining," as free men do not recline in this manner. 
People prefer to recline on their left and use their right hand to eat, 
whereas they find it more difficult to eat the other way. And not 
only that, but if one reclines to the right, perhaps the windpipe 
will precede the esophagus.’ The food will enter the windpipe, 
and one will come into danger of choking." 


A woman who is with her husband is not required to recline, 
but if she is an important woman," she is required to recline." 
A son who is with his father" is required to recline. A dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with regard to 
a student who is with his teacher?" Perhaps he is not obligated 
to recline, as he is in awe of his rabbi, and reclining is a sign of 
complete freedom and independence. 


Come and hear a proof that Abaye said: When we were in the 
house of my Master, Rabba, there was not enough room for ev- 
eryone to recline on Passover, so we reclined on each other’s 
knees, to fulfill the obligation to recline. When we came to the 
house of Rav Yosef, he said to us: You need not recline, as the 
fear of your teacher is like the fear of Heaven. A student is sub- 
ject to the authority of his teacher and may not display freedom 
in his presence. 


The Gemara raises an objection: A person must recline in the 
presence of anyone, and even a student who is with his teacher 
must do so. This baraita directly contradicts the statement of Rav 
Yosef. The Gemara answers: When that baraita was taught, it was 
with regard to a craftsman’s apprentice, not a student of Torah 
in the company of his rabbi. One who is in the presence of a per- 
son teaching him a trade is not in awe of his instructor, and he is 
therefore obligated to recline. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to a waiter? Is a waiter obligated to recline? The Gemara 
answers: Come and hear a solution, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said: A waiter who ate an olive-bulk of matza while reclining 
has fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara infers: If he ate matza 
while reclining, yes, he has fulfilled his obligation; if he was not 
reclining, no, he has not fulfilled the obligation. Learn from this 
that a waiter requires reclining." The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
learn from it that this is the case. 


NOTES 


These and those require reclining — VPI WI IPR TR: 
The uncertainty whether the first or the last two cups require 
reclining applies to a rabbinic law. In cases of this kind, the 
halakha is generally lenient. Nevertheless, since one can easily 
recline for all the cups without difficulty, it is preferable to do 
so and thereby fulfill the requirement according to all opinions 
(Maharam Halawa). 


Lying on one's back [perakdan] - 17771: The commentaries 
dispute the meaning of this term. Some commentaries assert 
that it refers exclusively to one who is lying on his back, while 


others contend that it includes one who is lying face down. 


A number of commentaries explain that it is derived from an 
amalgamation of two words: Puriyya kedal, which means that 
the bed faces the back of one’s neck (Maharam Halawa). 


Reclining to the right is not called reclining - xb po not 
naD maw: The reason for this is that reclining to the right is 
not a genuine expression of freedom. It is unusual to recline to 


the right in other contexts as well. For example, when reciting 
the tahanun prayer one reclines on his left arm (Rav Hai Gaon). 


A woman and an important woman - AJI TWN) TN: 
Some commentaries explain that women are not entirely free, 
as they are usually busy with housework. Consequently, they 
do not engage in overt demonstrations of freedom. Only an 
important woman, who is not involved with housework, is 
obligated to recline (Nimmukei Yosef). Others say that most 
women generally don't recline, and therefore reclining is not 
an expression of freedom for them. Only an important woman, 
who often does recline, must do so on Passover as well (Mikh- 
tam). Several authorities assert that an important woman may 
recline because she has maids who perform all her housework 
on her behalf (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


A son with his father — vate Syne 12: A father generally forgoes 
the honor due him from his son. Therefore, a son may recline 
on Passover even without his father’s explicit permission (Maor). 


HALAKHA 
Reclining while drinking the four cups - mnwa nagog 
nipid yx: One must recline while drinking the four cups 
of wine. If one drank without reclining, he must drink that 
cup again. Some authorities state that one is required to 
drink again only if he drank one of the first two cups without 
reclining, but not if he neglected to recline while drinking 
the last two cups (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:2, 472:7, 
and in the comment of the Rema). 


The manner in which one must recline - 7307 777: One 
cannot fulfill the obligation to recline either by lying on his 
back or facedown or by reclining to the right. The obliga- 
tion is fulfilled only by reclining to one's left. The authorities 
differ as to which side a left-handed person should recline. 
The consensus is that for health reasons he should recline 
to the left like other people, but if he reclined to his right 
he has fulfilled his obligation (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:3). 


An important woman...is required to recline — wx 
M3017 73°... wm: An important woman must recline. 
Today, all women are considered important. However, wom- 
en do not customarily recline, based upon the opinion of 
the Ra’avya (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:4, and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


A son with his father — va% byy 13: A son must recline 
in the presence of his father, as it can be assumed that his 
father forgoes his honor and allows his son to recline. This is 
the case even if the father is his son's primary teacher. Some 
authorities write that the son must request permission to re- 
cline (Bah; Tosafot; Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:5). 


A student with his teacher — iar byrs spb: A student in 
the presence of his teacher at the Passover seder does not 
need to recline, even if he is not his primary teacher. The 
greatest Sages of the generation are considered to be one’s 
teachers, even if one never actually studied with them. If a 
teacher grants his student permission to recline, the student 
is obligated to do so (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:5). 


A waiter must recline - apn ‘Ps waw: A waiter is obligat- 
ed to recline, despite the fact that he must serve the meal. 
An apprentice is obligated to recline even in the presence 

of his instructor, and the same is true of a Hebrew slave in 

the presence of his master (Peri Hadash; Elya Rabba; Shulhan 

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Windpipe...esophagus — bw...713p: The fear is that food 
will enter the respiratory system. 


Diagram of windpipe and esophagus 
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HALAKHA 
Women are obligated in these four cups — nian Dw) 
bn nipia nyaga: Women are obligated to drink the four 
cups of wine and are included in all the halakhot of the 
Passover seder (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:14). 


Perek X 
Daf108 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
f one drank them undiluted - '7 enw: If one drank four 
cups of undiluted wine, he has fulfilled the mitzva to drink 
our cups but has not truly expressed his freedom. In other 
words, he has fulfilled the mitzva but not in the optimal 
ashion (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 7:9). 


f one drank the four cups all at once - nnt n23 pxnw: 

One who drank the four cups out of order has not fulfilled 

he obligation. This ruling is in accordance with the explana- 
ion of the Gemara accepted by the Rashbam and the Rosh. 
t does not follow Rashi's interpretation (Bah). If one pours 
he contents of the four cups into one large cup and drinks 
it, it is considered as though he consumed just one of the 
our cups (Beit Yosef, Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 472:8). 


Gave. ..the members of his household to drink — ...1pwit 
ima nab: It is permitted for several people to drink from 
the same cup, provided that it contains one quarter-/og for 
each individual. However, some authorities rule that one 
must drink the majority of the cup even if it is very large. 
The prevalent custom is in accordance with the first opinion 
(Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:9). 


BACKGROUND 
Cups - nipiz: The Gemara teaches that one must drink the 
four cups in a way that expresses freedom. One aspect that 
can enhance the element of freedom while drinking the four 
cups is using expensive and beautiful goblets. 


Gold goblet found in Greece dating back to 1500 BCE 
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And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Women are obligated in 
these four cups" of wine at the Passover seder. 


As they too were included in that miracle" of the Exodus, they are 
therefore obligated to participate in the celebration. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: These four cups must contain 
enough undiluted wine to allow for diluting a significant cup." In 
talmudic times, people would not drink pure wine. They would 
dilute it with water, generally adding three times as much water as 
wine. If one drank them undiluted, he has fulfilled his obligation. 
If one drank them all at once, i.e., he poured all four cups of wine 
into one large cup and drank it, he has fulfilled the obligation. If 
one gave his sons or the members of his household to drink from 
them, he has nevertheless fulfilled the obligation. 


The Gemara now addresses each of these rulings of Shmuel in turn. 
Shmuel said that if one drank them undiluted" he has fulfilled his 
obligation. Rava said: He has fulfilled the obligation to drink the 
four cups of wine, but he has not fulfilled the obligation to drink 
in a way that expresses freedom, which is the preferable way to 
fulfill the mitzva, as aristocrats do not drink undiluted wine. 


Ifone drank the four cups all at once," Rav said that he has fulfilled 

the obligation to drink wine as an expression of rejoicing on the 

Festival, but he has not fulfilled the obligation to drink four cups, 
which requires four distinct cups, each drunk separately. Shmuel 

also stated that if one gave his sons or the members of his house- 
hold to drink’ from them, he has nevertheless fulfilled his obliga- 
tion. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And this is the case only ifhe 

himself drank the majority of the cup. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the above rulings from a baraita: 
These four cups® must contain one quarter-log, whether the 
wine is undiluted or diluted, whether it is new or aged. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: It must have the taste and appearance of wine. In 
any event, this baraita is teaching that each cup must contain at 
least the amount of one quarter-log,’ and yet you said that each 
must contain enough for diluting a significant cup. 


NOTES 


They too were included in that miracle — inixa 7 17 9X 
pit: Based upon the geonim, Rashi and Rashbam explain that 
notwithstanding the general principle that women are exempt 
from time-bound positive mitzvot, the Sages obligated women 
in certain mitzvot. In this case, women are obligated because 
they played a prominent role in bringing about the miracle. 
However, Josafot disagree, and maintain that women are in- 
cluded in the obligation because they were in equal danger 
as the men. Some commentaries explain that women experi- 
enced unusual suffering in Egypt because the Egyptians forced 
men to perform women's labors and women to do tasks suited 
to men. In addition, the Egyptians threw newborn babies into 
the Nile, which caused exceptional grief to the women (Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


A significant cup — 73) Dia: This phrase is referring to the cup 
of wine used for Grace after Meals. It is called a significant cup 
because it must be rinsed both inside and outside before use 
(Tosefot Rid). 


Gave...the members of his household to drink - 2.. 
inva: There are at least two ways to understand this ruling. First, 
it is possible that these household members are adults who 
are obligated in mitzvot and must drink the four cups of wine. 


The cup used by the leader is a large one that contains one 


quarter-log of wine for each member of the household. When 
he Gemara says that one must drink the majority of the cup, 
it means the majority of the minimum amount of wine that a 
cup must contain, i.e., one quarter-/og. The novel element in 
his ruling is that it is not necessary for each individual to have 
is own cup. The second interpretation is that these household 
members are minors who are not obligated to drink the four 
cups. In that case, the novel element is that it is unnecessary 
o drink one’s entire cup; drinking the majority of the wine it 
contains is sufficient (Maharam Halawa). 


In any event this baraita is teaching the amount of one 
quarter-log — myva1 712 Ni" "np: The Gemara initially as- 
sumes that according to Shmuel, one quarter of one quarter-log 
is sufficient, even if one drinks undiluted wine, as this amount 
of wine is suitable to be diluted into a mixture that is a full 
quarter-/og. Therefore, the Gemara challenges Shmuel’s view in 
light of the baraita, which requires one quarter-log regardless of 
whether the wine is diluted or undiluted. The Gemara’s answer 
is that Shmuel also meant that one quarter of one quarter-/og 
of wine is sufficient only if it is diluted, so that the cup contains 
a full quarter-log of diluted wine (Rashash). 
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They say in response that this and that are one and the same mea- 
sure. The Gemara explains: What is the meaning of the expression: 
Enough for diluting a significant cup, which Shmuel said? He 
meant that there must be enough undiluted wine for each and 
every one of the cups, i.e, one quarter-log of diluted wine. This 
amounts to one quarter-log of undiluted wine for all of them 
combined. A significant cup contains one quarter-log. This quarter- 
log is comprised of one quarter undiluted wine and three quarters 
water. Therefore, each cup must contain at least one quarter of one 
quarter-log of undiluted wine, so that one consumes a full quarter- 
log of liquid from each cup. 


The baraita stated that Rabbi Yehuda says the cup from which one 
drinks must have the taste and appearance of wine. Rava said: 
What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is writ- 
ten: “Look not upon wine when it is red” (Proverbs 23:31). This 
verse proves that the appearance of wine and not only its taste is 
important. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: All are obligated in these four cups, 
including men, women, and children." Rabbi Yehuda said: What 
benefit do children receive from wine? They do not enjoy it. 
Rather, one distributes to them 


roasted grains and nuts" on Passover eve, so that they will not 
sleep and also so they will ask the four questions at night. They 
said about Rabbi Akiva that he would distribute roasted grains 
and nuts to children on Passover eve, so that they would not 
sleep and so they would ask. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: One grabs the matzot™ on the nights of Passover. 
One should eat them very quickly on account of the children, so 
that, due to the hasty consumption of the meal, they will not sleep 
and they will inquire into the meaning of this unusual practice. 


It was taught in a baraita: They said about Rabbi Akiva that in all 
his days he never said to his students that the time had come to 
arise from their learning in the study hall. Instead, he would con- 
tinue to teach as long as they were willing to listen. This was true 
except for the eves of Passover and the eve of Yom Kippur, when 
he would stop teaching. The Gemara explains the reasons for these 
exceptions: On the eve of Passover, he would stop on account of 
the children, so that they would go to sleep during the day, so that 
they would not be tired and sleep at night. And on the eve of Yom 
Kippur," he would stop so that his students would remember to 
feed their children. 


The Sages taught: A man is obligated to gladden his children and 
the members of his household on a Festival," as it is stated: “And 
you shall rejoice on your Festival, you, and your son, and your 
daughter, and your manservant, and your maidservant, and the 
Levite, and the stranger, and the fatherless, and the widow that are 
within your gates” (Deuteronomy 16:14). With what should one 
make them rejoice? With wine. 


NOTES 


NOTES 
Wine when it is red - DI% +3 7»: The fact that the verse 
issues a warning with regard to red wine is an indication that 
red wine is especially appealing and important. Therefore, it 
is fitting to use this wine for the mitzva. 


HALAKHA 
Children on Passover - npda Nipivn: A child who is old 
enough to be educated in the performance of mitzvot 
should be given wine for the four cups. However, some 
authorities maintain that this is not necessary (Mishna Berura, 
citing Rashbatz; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:15). 


HALAKHA 
Roasted grains and nuts — priatey nihp: It is a mitzva to 
distribute roasted grains and nuts to the children so that 
they will ask questions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:16). 


One grabs the matzot - nixia pavin: One must be careful to 
set the table and complete all preparations during the day of 
Passover eve. This will enable him to begin the seder imme- 
diately after dark, so that the children will not fall asleep and 
will be able to participate (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 472:1). 


To gladden...the members of his household on a Festi- 
val - bya inv. 02... naw: One is obligated to rejoice on a 
Festival and to ensure that his wife, children, and all of his 
dependents are happy as well. On these occasions, one is 
also obligated to support orphans, proselytes, and widows, 
in addition to poor people in general (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 529:2). 


One grabs the matzot — nisn payin: This expression has been 
interpreted in various ways. Several commentaries explain that 
the matza is consumed quickly so that the children will be able 
to ask their questions before they fall asleep. Other commentar- 
ies maintain that if the children attempt to eat the matza before 
the recital of the Haggadah, the matza is grabbed away from 
them so that they will not doze off after eating their fill. Yet other 


authorities state that the seder plate is lifted and the matza 
removed from the table to surprise the children and arouse their 
interest and curiosity (see Rashi; Rashbam). Alternatively, the 
matza is grabbed from the children in a playful manner so that 
they will not fall asleep (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). Some commen- 
taries assert that adults should playfully grab the matza from 
each other, which expresses love for the mitzva and also sparks 


he interest of the children so they will not fall asleep and will 
be able to ask the four questions (Rambam; Nimmukei Yosef). 


The eve of Yom Kippur - D0337 OY IW: If the adults have to 
eat quickly, the younger members of their households might 
not have enough time to eat as much as they need (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan). 


DPT PW: PEREKX-109A 243 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Men...with wine — }¥...°wars: Rav Hayyim David Azulai 
explains that since men expend considerable effort and 
sometimes even borrow money to purchase the items re- 
quired for the Festival, they should drink wine on the Festival 
to alleviate their stress. Women, who are not subject to these 
concerns, are happy with new clothes (Ben Yehoyada). 


In Babylonia with colored clothes, etc. - 1322 basa 
^D) paiyax: In other words, in each location one should 
give the members of his household items they are familiar 
with and will enjoy (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofe 


Eighth — xmann: Usually this refers to one-half of one- 
quarter. However, in this particular case it is either a mea- 
surement called by this name or one that was one-eighth 
in a system of measurement other than a /og. 


In the water [bamayim], in the water of a ritual bath - 
mpa 792. 023: Since the word is pronounced bamayim rath- 
er than bemayim, it is referring to the definite article, i.e., a 
specific body or type of water. The Sages explained that it is 
referring to water that has not been drawn, which is collect- 
ed in one place. This water is fit for a ritual bath (Rashbam). 


Brine [moraysa] - KDI: From the Latin muria, meaning 
brine or a salted food. 


An interposition with regard to ir to immersion - 7%% 
TPA: If the majority of one’s body is covered by a sub- 
stance that he does not care to remove, or if a minority of 
one’s body is covered by a substance he wants to remove, 
these coverings constitute an interposition and invalidate 
his immersion in a ritual bath. If it is a substance that one 
does not care to remove, and it covers only a minority of 
his body, this does not constitute an interposition. However, 
ideally one should be careful to remove all obstructions 
between one’s body and the water. This rule is especially 
important with regard to the immersion of a woman after 
menstruation (Rema). This is the prevailing custom in Jewish 
communities (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:1). 


Preparation for immersion — apap waz: Immersion is 
valid only in a proper ritual bath, the sea, or a flowing spring 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:1). 
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Linen - jawa: The image depicts a linen cloth found in Qumran 


cave 1, from the first century CE. 


First-century linen cloth 
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` BACKGROUND 


Tzippori — *15°¥: The image shows a mosaic that depicts the 
zodiac, found on the floor of the ancient synagogue in Tzippori. 


Floor of Tzippori synagogue 


Rabbi Yehuda says: One should enable each member of his 
household to rejoice with an item that pleases them, men with 
what is fit for them and women with what is fit for them. Rabbi 
Yehuda elaborates: Men with what is fit for them, i.e., with wine." 
And as for the women, with what should one cause them to re- 
joice? Rav Yosef teaches: One should delight them with new 
clothes, in Babylonia with colored clothes" and in Eretz Yisrael 
with the pressed linen® clothes that are manufactured there. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: 

When the Temple is standing, rejoicing is only through the 

eating of sacrificial meat, as it is stated: “And you shall sacrifice 

peace-offerings and you shall eat there and you shall rejoice 

before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 27:7). And now that 

the Temple is not standing and one cannot eat sacrificial meat, 
he can fulfill the mitzva of rejoicing on a Festival only by drinking 

wine, as it is stated: “And wine that gladdens the heart of man” 
(Psalms 104:15). 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: The vessel used for measuring brine [mo- 
raysa]' that was in Tzippori® was the same volume as the log 
in the Temple, and with it the Sages would measure the quarter- 
log of Passover. They would fill this vessel and then divide the 
liquid it contained into four equal parts. The result was one 
quarter-log, which is the minimum measure of wine for the four 
cups on Passover and for certain other halakhot. Rabbi Yohanan 
said: The old eighth’ measure that was in use in Tiberias was 
greater than this eighth measure by one quarter-log, and with it 
we measure the quarter-log of Passover. When the old measure 
is filled and poured into the newer version, the amount left in 
the original vessel is one quarter-log. 


Rav Hisda said: The quarter-log measurement of the Torah’ is 
two fingerbreadths by two fingerbreadths in volume, by the 
height of two fingerbreadths and one half fingerbreadth and 
one-fifth of a fingerbreadth. This statement is as it was taught in 
a baraita concerning a ritual bath, about which the verse states: 
“And he shall bathe all his flesh in the water” (Leviticus 15:16), 
from which the Sages expounded: This phrase teaches that there 
should be nothing interposing between one’s flesh and the 
water." The expression “in the water” indicates that the verse is 
referring to a specific body of water, i.e., in the water of a ritual 
bath." The phrase “all his flesh” teaches that one must immerse 
in water that his whole body can enter at once. And how much 
is that? 


| 
j 


The quarter-/og measurement of the Torah — mindy mya: 
Rav Hisda’s calculation is based on the dimensions and volume 
of a ritual bath. A ritual bath must be at least one cubit by one 
cubit in area, with a height of three cubits, i.e., a volume of 
hree cubic cubits, which equals forty sea. The Gemara states 
hat one quarter-/og is the volume of two fingerbreadths by 
wo fingerbreadths, by a height of two fingerbreadths plus 
one half-fingerbreadth plus one-fifth of a fingerbreadth. The 
otal volume is two by two by 2.7, which equals 10.8 cubic fin- 
gerbreadths. The calculations of the Rashbam and Tosafot are 
highly complex because they do not use a decimal system. 
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A cubit, by a cubit, by a height of three cubits. And the 
Sages measured the measure of the water necessary for a 
ritual bath’ at forty se‘a." 


The Gemara cites a discussion related to the topic of mea- 
surements. Rav Ashi said: Ravin bar Hinnana said to me: 

The table of the Temple,™ upon which the shewbread was 

placed, was comprised of assembled parts." For ifit should 

enter your mind that the table was firmly connected and 

could not be taken apart, how could the priests immerse 

a cubit in a cubit? The dimensions of the table were two 

cubits by one cubit, with a height of one and a half cubits. 
If the table contracted ritual impurity, it had to be im- 
mersed in a ritual bath. If a ritual bath contains an area of 
one cubit by one cubit, the table can fit inside only if it is 

dismantled. 


The Gemara responds: Whatis the difficulty? Perhaps the 
priest would immerse it in the sea that King Solomon 
built,’ which was a very wide ritual bath, as it states: “And 
he made the molten sea of ten cubits from brim to brim, 
round in compass” (1 Kings 7:23). As Rabbi Hiyya taught: 
The sea that Solomon built contained the volume of water 
of one hundred and fifty ritual purification baths. It was 
certainly possible to immerse even large vessels in this sea. 


We learned in the mishna that even with regard to the poor- 
est of Jews, the charity distributors should not give him 
less than four cups of wine. The Gemara asks: How could 
the Sages establish a matter through which one will 
come to expose himself to danger? But wasn’t it taught in 
a baraita: A person should not eat pairs, i.e., an even num- 
ber of food items; and he should not drink pairs of cups; 
and he should not wipe himself with pairs; and he should 
not attend to his sexual needs in pairs. The concern was 
that one who uses pairs exposes himself to sorcery or de- 
mons. Why would the Sages require one to drink an even 
number of cups and thereby place himself in a position of 
danger? 


The measure of a ritual bath - mpa Vw: The mini- 


these particular dimensions. If it contains a volume of at 


mum dimensions of a ritual bath are one cubit by one 
cubit by three cubits, i.e., a volume of forty sea. A ritual 
bath does not actually need to be square or match 


least forty sea and one can completely immerse oneself 
in its water, the ritual bath is fit for use (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 201:1). 


The table of the Temple - wpa by nw: All the "arg 
vessels were immersed in a ritual bath after each Festival, 
due to the concern that they had been touched by ritually 
impure people. Although the priests were generally careful 
not to touch the table so as not to move it, as the verse states 
that the sacred table must be “before Me always” (Exodus 


25:30), if it became ritually impure it had to be immersed. 


Some authorities explain that this Gemara is not referring 
to the table of the shewbread, but to a golden table that 
stood next to that table, upon which the priests would place 
the shewbread after it had been removed from the sacred 
table (Meri). 


The table of the Temple was of parts — -bW wpa bw nw 
mA DB: It is clear to the Gemara that the Piua bath in the 


Temple was only one cubit wide, either because that was 


he width of the water channel in the Temple or because 
here was a tradition that there was a ritual bath of this 
size in the Temple courtyard for the use of the priests. The 
reason the question was asked specifically with regard to 
he sacred table is because this table could be moved only 
during the short interval when there was no shewbread on 
it. This occurred on Shabbat, when the priests would remove 
he old shewbread from the table to be replaced with the 
new shewbread. Therefore, it was impossible to immerse 
he table in a ritual bath outside the Temple because of the 
prohibition against carrying from one domain to another 
on Shabbat. Consequently, the priests had to use the ritual 
bath in the Temple (see Livyat Hen; Or Hadash; Mitzpe Eitan). 


— saou ——— 


Ritual bath - m2: The ritual bath in the image was excavated 
in Herodion. 


Ritual bath 


Table of the Temple - wapaby myw: Illustration of the different 
parts of the table used in ‘the Temple. 


Table of the Temple 


Sea that King Solomon built - mdb mwyw ov: The sea, accord- 
ing to the plain sense of the verses, was a huge half- sphere made 
of copper, with a diameter of ten cubits and a circumference of 
approximately thirty cubits. It held the water used for washing the 
priests’ hands and feet. The laver rested on twelve statues resem- 
bling cattle, which were arranged three on each side. 


= 


Depiction of Solomon's Sea 
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NOTES = — 
A night that remains guarded - x3) wawan h: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this night remains guarded throughout 
history, as it is set aside as the time of redemption for the 
Jewish people. Therefore, there is no concern for danger on 
this night (see Rashi tractate Rosh HaShana 12b). Alternatively, 
the verse states with regard to this night: “The night shines 
like the day” (Psalms 139:12), i.e., demons have no power at 
that time (/yyun Ya'akov). 

Because safety is guaranteed on this night, the custom in 
many communities was to leave one’s doors unlocked as an 
expression of trust in God, as the Jews were redeemed due 
to their faith (geonim). In addition, the blessing abridging the 
seven blessings is not recited on Shabbat after the evening 
prayers because we are not afraid to walk home alone (Meiiri). 
Other customs are based on similar considerations. 


The cup of blessing. ..does not combine for the bad - Did 
wh awya ivy.. 122 bw: Some commentaries explain tha 
he cup of blessing used for the Grace after Meals does no 
combine with the other three cups because the three cups 
prior to the meal are either not part of the meal or are integra 
o the meal. However, the fourth cup following the Grace after 

eals is no longer part of the meal and is therefore sepa- 
rate from them (Me'iri). Other authorities state that the Sages 
would drink four cups beside the cup used for Grace after 
eals, so there were actually five cups in total (geonim; see 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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NOTES 


He has changed his mind - x17 T: As the Gemara will later 
explain, the danger of pairs applies only when one performs 
multiple actions on a single occasion. However, if one com- 
pletes an activity and repeats it again later, the two actions do 
not combine (Rashash). 


Pairs and harmful spirits - mpya Mian: In talmudic times, 
most people were influenced by popular superstitions and 
incantations. Provided that there was no concern for idolatry 
or prohibited gentile practices, the Sages did not attempt to 
uproot these customs. This was certainly true of practices 
that were so ingrained that people found them comforting 
and would have been distressed had they been prohibited 
from continuing them. For this reason, the Gemara subse- 
quently says about pairs that one who is concerned about 
them should be careful not to perform actions in pairs, and 
one who is not concerned need not be careful (Me'iri). 


And to sleep is comparable to setting out on the road - jon 
nT ad myxda: Apparently, Rabbeinu Hananel had a me 
variant, which he understood to mean that if one sleeps or 
uses the lavatory between cups, they do not combine to form 
a dangerous pair. 
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Rav Nahman said that the verse said: “It was a night of watching 
to the Lord” (Exodus 12:42), which indicates that Passover night 
is a night that remains guarded" from demons and harmful 
spirits" of all kinds. Therefore, there is no cause for concern about 
this form of danger on this particular night. 


Rava said a different answer: The cup of blessing for Grace after 
Meals on Passover night is used in the performance of an addi- 
tional mitzva and is not simply an expression of freedom. There- 
fore, it combines with the other cups for the good, i.e., to fulfill 
the mitzva to drink four cups, and it does not combine for the 
bad." With regard to the danger of drinking pairs of cups, it is as 
though one drinks only three cups. Ravina said: The Sages insti- 
tuted four separate cups, each of which is consumed in a manner 
that demonstrates freedom. Therefore, each and every one 


HALAKHA 


A night that remains guarded from harmful spirits - bh 
Ppa pa Ka wawan: When Passover falls on Shabbat, the 
blessing abridging seven blessings is not recited at the end of 
the service. This blessing was instituted so that people would 
remain in the synagogue a little longer to allow everyone to 
leave at the same time. However, on Passover there is no con- 


cern about danger, and therefore the blessing is unnecessary 
(Itur, citing the Ran; Kol Bo). This is the common practice (Beit 
Yosef). Similarly, when reciting Shema before going to bed, it is 
customary to recite only the paragraph of Shema itself but not 
the other sections, which were instituted to provide protection 
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from harmful spirits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 481:2). 


is a distinct mitzva in its own right. In other words, each cup is 
treated separately and one is not considered to be drinking in pairs. 


The baraita taught that one should not attend to his sexual needs 
in pairs. The Gemara asks: Why should one be concerned for this; 
he has changed his mind?" One does not plan in advance to en- 
gage in marital relations twice, and therefore the two acts should 
not combine to form a dangerous pair. Abaye said: This is what 
the tanna is saying, i.e., the baraita should be understood in the 
following manner: One should not eat in pairs nor drink in pairs, 
and if he does so he should not attend to his sexual needs right 
afterward even once, lest he is weakened by the act and will be 
harmed for having eaten or drunk in pairs. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: If one drinks in pairs" his 
blood is upon his head, i.e., he bears responsibility for his own 
demise. Rav Yehuda said: When is that the case? When one did 
not leave the house and view the marketplace between cups. 
However, if he saw the marketplace after the first cup, he has 
permission to drink another cup without concern. Likewise, 
Rav Ashi said: I saw Rav Hananya bar Beivai follow this policy: 
Upon drinking each cup, he would leave the house and view the 
marketplace. 


And we said that there is concern for the safety of one who drinks 
in pairs only when he intends to set out on the road after drinking, 
but if he intends to remain in his home there is no need for con- 
cern. Rabbi Zeira said: And one who plans to sleep is compa- 
rable to one who is setting out on the road." He should be con- 
cerned that he might be harmed. Rav Pappa said: And going to 
the bathroom is comparable to setting out on the road. The 
Gemara asks: And if one intends to remain in his home, is there 
no cause for concern? But Rava would count the beams of the 
house to keep track of the number of cups he had drunk so as to 
ensure that he would not consume an even number. 
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And likewise Abaye, when he would drink one cup, his mother 
would immediately place two cups in his two hands so that he 
would not inadvertently drink only one more cup and thereby 
expose himself to the danger of drinking in pairs. And similarly, 
when Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak would drink two cups, his at- 
tendant would immediately place one more cup in his hand, and 
if he would drink one cup, the attendant would place two cups 
in his two hands. These reports indicate that one should be con- 
cerned for his safety after drinking an even number of cups, even 
when he remains at home. The Gemara answers: An important 
person is different. The demons focus their attention on him, and 
he must therefore be more careful than the average person. 


Ulla said: Ten cups contain no element of the danger associated 
with pairs. Ulla rules here in accordance with his reasoning 
stated elsewhere, as Ulla said, and some say it was taught in a 
baraita: The Sages instituted that one must drink ten cups of 
wine in the house ofa mourner’ during the meal of comfort. And 
ifit could enter your mind that ten cups do contain the element 
of danger associated with pairs, how could the Sages arise and 
institute something that might bring a person to a state of dan- 
ger? However, eight cups do contain the element of danger as- 
sociated with pairs. 


Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna both say that eight is also 
safe from the dangers of pairs, as the number seven, represented 
by the word shalom, combines with the previous cups for the 
good but does not combine for the bad. The final verse of the 
priestly benediction’ reads: “The Lord lift His countenance upon 
you and give you peace [shalom]” (Numbers 6:26). The word 
shalom, the seventh Hebrew word in this verse, has a purely posi- 
tive connotation. Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna therefore 
maintain that the seventh cup combines with the previous six only 
for good purposes. After the seventh cup, i.e., from the eighth cup 
and on, the cups constitute pairs for the good but not for the bad. 
However, six cups do contain the element of danger associated 
with pairs. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef both say that even drinking six cups is not 
dangerous. The reason is that the fifth cup, represented by the 
word vihuneka in the second verse of the priestly benediction: 
“The Lord make His face to shine upon you, and be gracious to 
you [vihuneka]” (Numbers 6:25), combines with the previous 
cups for the good but does not combine for the bad. However, 
four cups do contain the element of danger associated with pairs. 


Abaye and Rava both say that even the number four is not danger- 
ous, as veyishmerekha, the third word in the first verse of the 
priestly benediction, reads: “The Lord bless you and keep you 
[veyishmerekha]” (Numbers 6:24). It combines for the good but 
does not combine for the bad. 


And Rava follows his standard line of reasoning in this regard, as 
Rava allowed the Sages to leave after having drunk four" cups 
and was not concerned for their safety. Although Rava bar Livai 
was injured on one such occasion, Rava was not concerned that 
the matter had been caused by his consumption of an even num- 
ber of cups, as he said: That injury occurred because Rava bar 
Livai challenged me during the public lecture.’ It is improper for 
a student to raise difficulties against his rabbi during a public 
lecture, lest the rabbi be embarrassed by his inability to answer. 


Ten cups in the house of a mourner - m33...niDia mwy 
bara: The Sages established the practice of drinking i ina house 
of mourning in accordance with the adage: “Give strong drink 
to him who is ready to perish, and wine to the bitter in soul” 


(Proverbs 31:6; Rashi). 


NOTES 


Rava allowed the Sages to leave after four — 115% X31 
myaiKa pat: Rava was not concerned about witchcraft, as 
witches were rare in his locale (Melo Haro‘im). Alternatively, 
he relied on his great merit, as witchcraft does not affect the 
righteous (Rashash). 


BACKGROUND 
Priestly benediction — 07a n373: These miniature silver 
scrolls, one of which contains an abbreviated version of the 
priestly benediction, were found in Ketef Hinnom, southwest 
of the Old City of Jerusalem. The scrolls are dated to the 
sixth century BCE and may have been used as amulets. The 
Hebrew letters on the right are transcriptions of the ancient 
Hebrew script engraved on the scrolls. 


yeas 
- sang 
Per 3- 
nr]-- 
mmp 
+a 
sae 
7 OF 
we p 
“pa 


Scrolls with priestly benediction from the First Temple period 


The public lecture [pirka] — x15: The term pirka refers 
to public lectures on practical halakha given by the Sages. 
These lectures were usually delivered before Festivals and 
would focus on the halakhot of the upcoming Festival. The 
discourses were attended by the entire community, not just 
scholars, and they differed from the regular lectures that the 
Sages delivered in their schools. It was considered proper 
etiquette for students not to raise difficulties against the 
opinion of a Sage who was delivering his discourse to the 
entire community. 
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BACKGROUND 

Yosef the Demon - PW Ai: The identity of Yosef the 
Demon, who is mentioned several times in the Talmud, is 
not entirely clear. Rashi cites two possible interpretations: 
Either he was a human who was expert in the activities 
of demons, or he was an actual demon who commonly 
spoke with the Sages and explained to them the prac- 
tices of demons. There is support in the Talmud for both 
interpretations. 


His right thumb in his left hand, and his left thumb in 
his right hand - xap when NPS PT PT KAP 
MIT PA sonar: The image illustrates the grasping 
of thumbs as described in the Gemara. 


Right thumb in left hand, left thumb in right hand 


LANGUAGE 
Ashmedai - raw: Apparently, this name is ultimately 
derived from the early Iranian language Avestan, Aēšmō 
daéuuo, which means demon of wrath. 


NOTES 
A king may breach the fence of an individual in order 
to form a path for himself - 777 th mwy? sa yya Ta: 
One of the privileges of a king is the right to breach fences 
of fields in order to form a path for himself. The individual 
concerned may not protest, as no one has the right to 
demand that the king construct his path in a particular 
direction or that it must be of a certain width. In theory, 
the size of a king's path is unlimited (Rashi). 


And if he hears - ab ww 61: Apparently, Rashi and the 
Rashbam had a variant reading of this text: If one merely 
hears the voice of another person saying an even number, 
he should respond by mentioning an odd number. 
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NOTES 


Your favor toward me has cooled and you should find 
favor — 9322M1 33m7: Incantations that are uttered as a 
protection from witchcraft do not always make sense. The 
Arukh records a textual variant that he interprets in the fol- 
lowing manner: As long as God had mercy upon me and 
you, | did not come here. Now that | have come to you, may 
your hair fall out and may God show me favor. 


All who are particular about pairs, the demons are par- 
ticular with him - m"a Bp Ppt bs: In a similar vein, 
the Sages said that one who believes in superstition is more 
likely to be impacted by it. This is similar to the verse “For 
the thing which | feared has come upon me” (Job 3:25). In 
this case, the more one worries about demons, the easier 
it is for them to affect him. 
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Rav Yosef said: Yosef the Demon’ said to me: Ashmedai,! 
the king of the demons, is appointed over all who perform 

actions in pairs, and a king is not called a harmful spirit. A 
king would not cause harm. Consequently, there is no reason 

to fear the harm of demons for having performed an action in 

pairs. Some say this statement in this manner: On the con- 
trary, he is an angry king who does what he wants, as the 

halakha is that a king may breach the fence of an individual 

in order to form a path for himself," and none may protest 

his action. Similarly, the king of demons has full license to 

harm people who perform actions in pairs. 


Rav Pappa said: Yosef the Demon said to me: If one drinks 
two cups, we demons kill him; if he drinks four, we do not 
kill him. But this person who drank four, we harm him. There 
is another difference between two and four: With regard to 
one who drinks two, whether he did so unwittingly or inten- 
tionally, we harm him. With regard to one who drinks four, if 
he does so intentionally, yes, he is harmed; if he does so un- 
wittingly, no, he will not be harmed. 


The Gemara asks: And if one forgets and it happens that he 
goes outside after having drunk an even number of cups, what 
is his solution? The Gemara answers: He should take his right 
thumb in his left hand, and his left thumb in his right hand,” 
and say as follows: You, my thumbs, and I are three, which 
is not a pair. And if he hears" a voice that says: You and I are 
four, which makes a pair, he should say to it: You and I are 
five. And if he hears it say: You and I are six, he should say 
to it: You and I are seven. The Gemara relates that there was 
an incident in which someone kept counting after the demon 
until he reached a hundred and one, and the demon burst 
in anger. 


Ameimar said: The chief of witches said to me: One who 
encounters witches should say this incantation: Hot feces in 
torn date baskets in your mouth, witches; may your hairs 
fall out because you use them for witchcraft; your crumbs, 
which you use for witchcraft, should scatter in the wind; 


your spices, which you use for your witchcraft, should scatter; 

the wind should carry away the fresh saffron that you witch- 
es hold to perform your witchcraft. As long as I was shown 

favor from Heaven and you showed me favor, I did not come 

here. Now that I have come here, your favor toward me has 

cooled and you should find favor." 


The Gemara relates that in the West, Eretz Yisrael, they were 
not particular with regard to pairs. Rav Dimi from Neharde’a 
was particular about pairs even with regard to the signs ona 
barrel; he would not write pairs of symbols on a barrel. There 
was an incident in which there were pairs of symbols on a 
barrel and the barrel burst. The Gemara concludes: The rule 
of the matter is that all who are particular about pairs, the 
demons are particular with him;" and if one is not particular, 
they are not particular with him. However, one is required 
to be concerned about the harm that might result from pur- 
posely performing actions in pairs. 
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When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 
said: With regard to two eggs, two nuts, two cucumbers, and 
another matter, there is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that they are dangerous in pairs. But the Sages are un- 
certain about what the other matter is, and therefore the 
Sages decreed that all pairs are prohibited due to that other 
matter. 


And the Gemara notes that that which we said above, that the 
numbers ten, eight, six, and four do not cause the danger 
associated with pairs, we said only with regard to harmful 
spirits. However, with regard to witchcraft, we are con- 
cerned even with regard to one who performed an activity a 
greater number of times. 


This is like that incident involving a certain man who di- 
vorced his wife. She went and married a shopkeeper who 
sold wine in his store. Every day, the first husband would go 
and drink wine in that shop. His ex-wife would perform 
witchcraft upon him, and it would not be effective for her 
in her attempts to harm him because he was careful with 
regard to pairs. 


One day he drank a lot, and he did not know how much he 
drank. Until he drank sixteen cups, he was lucid and was 
careful with regard to himself, to keep track of how many 
cups he had drunk. From here onward he was not lucid and 
was not careful to watch himself, and she caused him to 
leave after having consumed a pair, i.e., an even number of 
cups. As he walked, a certain Arab met him and, noticing 
that he was bewitched, said to him: It is a dead man who 
walks here. He went and hugged a palm tree for support; the 
palm tree dried out due to the witchcraft, and he burst." 


Rav Avira said: Plates and loaves do not contain the ele- 
ment of danger associated with pairs. The Gemara elaborates 
upon this point: The rule of the matter is that anything 
whose production was completed by people," whether a 
vessel or food, they do not contain the element of danger 
associated with pairs. Conversely, if the object was complet- 
ed by Heaven, e.g., with regard to types of food, we are 
concerned. 


Furthermore, a store does not contain the element of danger 
associated with pairs. If one eats there, there is no danger, as 
this is not his regular place. If one changed one’s mind after 
drinking an odd number of cups and added one more, his 
drinking does not contain the element of danger associated 
with pairs, as he did not initially intend to drink an even num- 
ber. The behavior of a guest who eats or drinks in someone 
else’s house does not contain the element of danger associ- 
ated with pairs, as his host determines how much he will eat 
and drink. The behavior of a woman does not contain the 
element of danger associated with pairs, as demons are not 
particular with regard to how much a woman eats or drinks. 
But if she is an important woman," we are concerned. 


Rav Hinnana, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Isparegus,' a wine- 
based drink with added spices that people would regularly 
consume in the morning, combines with the number of cups 
of wine one has already consumed for the good, to raise the 
total to an odd number, and does not combine for the bad, 
to bring the sum to an even number. 


Ravina said in the name of Rava: If one is in doubt as to 
whether he has drunk in pairs, he should be stringent and 
drink another cup. And some say that one who is uncertain 
with regard to pairs should be lenient and not drink an ad- 
ditional cup, lest the additional cup be the even number. Rav 
Yosef said: Two cups of wine and one cup of beer do not 
combine; two cups of beer and one cup of wine do combine. 


NOTES 

The palm tree dried out and he burst — x17 pps sop my: 
According to this text of this Gemara, as explained by Rashi, 
the man died and the palm tree he reclined on also dried 
out. However, according to the Arukh, and apparently the 
Rashbam as well, the Gemara reads: The palm tree dried out 
and burst on him. This means that witchcraft was transferred 
to the palm tree, which dried up and burst, while the man 
himself was saved. 


Anything whose production was completed by people - by 
DIK a iva: Since the production of wine is completed by 
people, why i is it dangerous to drink an even number of cups 
of wine? The answer is that wine is produced from grapes, 
which are completed by Heaven. In this regard, wine differs 
from bread, which requires numerous stages of production 
before it is rendered edible (Tosefot Rid). 


An important woman - nawy mwr: The general principle 
is that demons are more likely to focus their attention on 
important or spiritually elevated people. Evil spiritual forces 
attempt to destroy that which is more sacred. Consequently, 
prominent individuals and Torah scholars are at the greatest 
risk. An important woman is therefore included in the risk 
associated with eating or drinking in pairs. 


LANGUAGE 


Isparegus — DDN: From the Greek dopapayozg, asfaragos, 
a drink prepared from cabbage soaked in wine or some other 
alcoholic beverage. People drank this mixture for its supposed 
medicinal qualities. 
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And this is your mnemonic by which to remember this rule is a 
mishna concerning the halakhot of ritual purity. This is the rule: 
With regard to anything attached to an object," if the smaller 
piece is more stringent than the larger one, the combined object 
is ritually impure; if the attached substance is more lenient than 
it, the combined object is ritually pure. In other words, if a small 
piece of a type of fabric that contracts ritual impurity when it is 
relatively small, which is a stringency, is attached to a larger object 
comprised of a less valuable fabric that contracts ritual impurity 
only when it is bigger, the two materials combine to form a uni- 
fied fabric that contracts ritual impurity if together they amount 
to the larger requisite size. However, if there is more of the strin- 
gent material, the two substances do not combine halakhically to 
form the amount of the smaller requisite size. Similarly, in the 
case of pairs, the wine is more significant than the beer. Therefore, 
the wine combines with the beer but not vice versa. 


Rav Nahman said that Rav said: If one drinks two cups before 
the table is brought and the meal begins and one cup over the 
table they combine, the person is not considered to have drunk 
a pair of cups. However, if one drinks one cup before the table 
is brought and two cups over the table they do not combine; 
the two cups he drank during the meal are considered a pair. 


Rav Mesharshiya strongly objects to this ruling: Is that to say 
that we need to resolve the problem of pairs with regard to the 
table? Is the presence of the table the decisive factor here? We 
need to resolve the problem with regard to the person, and 
with regard to the person it is considered resolved. He began 
drinking before the table was brought, and he has consumed an 
odd number of cups. 


Rather, Rav Mesharshiya said: Everyone agrees that if one 
drank two cups over the table during the meal and one after 
the table has been removed, they do not combine. This is like 
that incident involving Rabba bar Nahmani, in which someone 
drank in pairs and was harmed. Rabba instructed them to return 
the table so that the man could drink an additional cup over 
the table. This shows that the additional cup counts only if the 
drinker returns to the table. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Any type of drink that is 
diluted combines to form an even or odd number, 


except for water. If one mixes water with other water, it is not 
considered diluted and does not count toward the number of 
cups. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even water joins the number of 
cups. Rav Pappa said: We said this statement only about hot 
water poured into cold water, and cold water poured into hot 
water. Rabbi Yohanan maintains that these cups are considered 
diluted. However, everyone agrees that hot water poured into 
hot water or cold water poured into cold water, no, they are not 
considered diluted. 


The Gemara cites more statements concerning superstitions and 
witchcraft. Reish Lakish said: There are four matters. The one 
who performs them, his blood is upon his own head, and he is 
held liable for his own life, due to the evil spirit that rests upon 
him: One who relieves himself in a spot between a palm tree 
and a wall, one who passes between two palm trees, one who 
drinks borrowed water, and one who passes over spilled water, 
even if his wife poured it out in front of him. 
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The Gemara elaborates: With regard to one who relieves himself 
between a palm tree and a wall, we said that he places himself in 
danger only when there are not four cubits of space between the 
two objects. However, if there are four cubits, we have no problem 
with it. The demons have enough room to pass, and he will not 
obstruct them. And furthermore, even when there are not four 
cubits, we said there is a problem only when the demons have no 
other route besides that one. However, if they have another route, 
we have no problem with it. 


And with regard to one who passes between two palm trees, we 
said that he is in danger only if a public domain does not cross 
between them. However if a public domain crosses between 
them,’ we have no problem with it, as demons are not permitted 
to cause harm in a public place. And with regard to one who drinks 
borrowed water, we said it is dangerous only ifa minor borrowed 
it. However, if an adult borrowed the water, we have no problem 
with it. 


And even ifa minor borrowed it, we said this poses a danger only 
if it occurred in a field, where water is not found. However, ina 
city, where water can be found, we have no problem with it. And 
even in a field, we said there is cause for concern only in a case of 
borrowed water; however, with regard to wine and beer, we have 
no problem with it. 


And with regard to one who passes over spilled water, we said he 
places himself in danger only if no one sprinkled dirt over it and 
no one spat in it. However, if someone sprinkled dirt over it or 
spat in it, we have no problem with it. And we said this is a con- 
cern only if the sun did not pass over it, i.e., it occurred at night, 
and sixty steps of people walking in the area have not passed over 
it. However, if the sun passed over it and sixty steps passed over 
it, we have no problem with it. And we said this concern only if 
he was not riding a donkey and not wearing shoes;* however, if 
he was riding a donkey and wearing shoes, we have no problem 
with it. 


The Gemara comments: And all this applies only where there is 
no reason for concern for witchcraft, as no one is interested in 
harming him. However, where there is reason for concern for 
witchcraft, even if all of these limiting conditions are in place, we 
are nevertheless concerned. And this is similar to what happened 
to a certain man who was riding a donkey and wearing shoes. 
Nevertheless, he passed over water and his shoes shrank and his 
feet shriveled up. 


The Gemara continues to discuss this issue. The Sages taught: 
Three objects should not be allowed to pass between" two people 
walking along a road, and people should not walk between two of 
them: A dog, a palm tree, and a woman. And some say: Also a 
pig. And some say: Also a snake. All of these were associated with 
witchcraft. 


The Gemara asks: And if they pass between them, what is the 

remedy to prevent one from harm? Rav Pappa said: He should 

begin reciting a verse that starts with the word God and conclude 

with a verse that ends with the word God." In other words, he 

should recite the passage: “God Who brought them out of Egypt 

is for them like the lofty horns of the wild ox. For there is no en- 
chantment with Jacob, nor is there any divination with Israel; now 

is it said of Jacob and of Israel: What has been performed by God” 
(Numbers 23:22-23). This verse indicates that spells do not affect 

the Jewish people. 


Alternatively, he should open with a verse that begins with the word 
lo, no, and should conclude with the same verse that ends with lo: 

“No [lo] man is God that he should lie; neither the son of man that 
he should repent. When He has said will He not do it, or when He 
has spoken will He not [lo] make it good?” (Numbers 23:19). 


BACKGROUND 


A public domain crosses between them - 1275 
may mv: 


Public domain between palm trees 


Wearing shoes — 302 D»: The Aramaic term ma- 
sana, translated here as shoe, may include various 
forms of footwear. From the context in the Gemara it 
is apparent that in this case the term refers to a type 
of shoe which is relatively closed since the shrinking 
of the shoe had much effect on the person wearing it. 


Modern reproduction of the Roman caliga, a relatively closed form 
of footwear compared to some ancient sandals 


Open-style sandal uncovered at Masada 


NOTES 


Should not pass between — pyyan px: The Gemara 
in tractate Horayot states that this practice causes 
one to forget his studies. The Zohar claims it subjects 
one to the evil eye. 


He should begin...and conclude with God - 
bya pD53}...71192: According to the ge’onim, there is 
no fixed wording for this incantation. Rather, one may 
say whatever he wants to remove the spell, provided 

that he begins and concludes with the word God or 
with the word no. Rabbeinu Hananel cites several 

examples of verses of this kind. According to Rashi, 
one should recite these specific verses from the book 
of Numbers, as they state that witchcraft and magic 
have no power over the Jewish people (Maharsha). 
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Similarly, these two men, between whom a menstruating 
woman passes, if she is at the beginning of her menstruation 
she kills one of them, i.e., she causes the death of one of the 
two men. If she is at the end of her menstruation she does not 
kill, but she causes a fight between them. What is his remedy? 
He should open with a verse that begins with the word God 
and he should conclude with a verse that ends with the word 
God, as explained above. 


The Gemara further states: These two women, who are sitting 

at a crossroads, one on this side of the road and the other on 

the other side, and they are facing each other, they are cer- 
tainly engaging in witchcraft. What is the remedy for one who 

walks by? If there is another route, he should go by it. And if 
there is no other route, if there is another person with him, 
they should hold hands and switch places. And if there is no 

other person with him, he should say as follows: Iggeret, 
Azlat, Asiya, Belusiya are killed by arrows. These are names 

of demons invoked by witches. 


The Gemara cites a related statement: One who meets a wom- 
an when she is ascending from the ritual immersion’ of a 

mitzva, after her menstruation, if he has intercourse with any 
woman first, a spirit of immorality overtakes him; if she has 

intercourse first, a spirit of immorality overtakes her. What 
is his remedy? He should say this: “He pours contempt upon 

princes," and causes them to wander in the waste, where 

there is no way” (Psalms 107:40). 


Rav Yitzhak said: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “Though I walk through the valley of the shadow of 
death, I will fear no evil, for You are with me” (Psalms 23:4)? 
This is a person who sleeps in the shadow ofa single palm tree, 
and in the shadow of the moon. Despite his dangerous posi- 
tion, he trusts God and is not afraid. The Gemara qualifies the 
previous statement: And with regard to one who sleeps in the 
shadow of a single palm tree, we said he is in danger only if 
the shadow of another palm tree does not fall upon him. 
However, if the shadow of another palm tree falls upon him, 
we have no problem with it. 


The Gemara asks: But what about that which was taught in a 

baraita: With regard to one who sleeps in the shadow of a 

single palm tree in a courtyard and one who sleeps in the 

shadow of the moon, his blood is upon his own head. What 

are the circumstances? If we say that the shadow of another 
palm tree does not fall on him, he would also be harmed if he 

were ina field. Rather, must one not conclude from this bara- 
ita that if one is in a courtyard, even if the shadow of another 
tree fell on him, it remains dangerous? The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed learn from it that this is so. 


The Gemara adds: And with regard to the shadow ofthe moon, 
we said it is dangerous to sleep there only at the start of the 
month when the moon shines in the east, and therefore its 
shadow is in the west. However, at the end of the month, when 
the moon shines in the west and its shadow is in the east, we 
have no problem with it. 


NOTES 


He pours contempt upon princes - 02°73 by na gaiw: The Ma- readings cite a different verse: “He pours contempt upon princes, 


harsha maintains that this is not a random incantation, as this verse 
is referring to pouring, which is reminiscent of immersion. Variant 


and loosens the belt of the strong” (Job 12:21). This verse indicates 
that God can protect the weak from evil. 
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The Gemara continues to discuss harmful spirits. One who re- 
lieves himself on the stump of a palm tree will be seized by a 

spirit of a pain of half" his head, i.e., a migraine, and one who 

places his head on the stump of a palm tree will be seized by 
a spirit of sickness. One who walks over a palm tree, if the tree 

is cut down, he too will be killed. If that tree is uprooted, he 

will also be uprooted and will die. The Gemara comments: 

This statement applies only if he does not place his legs upon 

it; however, if he places his legs upon it, we have no problem 

with it. 


The Gemara cites another statement with regard to shadows. 
There are five types of dangerous shadows: The shadow of a 

single palm tree, the shadow of a tree called kanda, the shad- 
ow ofacaperbush, and the shadow of the sorb’ tree. Some say: 
Also the shadow of a ship and the shadow of a willow. The 

general rule of the matter is: Whatever has many branches, its 

shadow is dangerous. 


And any tree whose wood is hard, its shadow is dangerous, 
except for the tree called kero masa. Although its wood is 
hard, its shadow is not dangerous, as the demon said to her 
son: Leave the kero masa tree alone, as it was that tree that 
killed your father. And the tree later killed the son too. The kero 
masa tree is harmful to demons. Rav Ashi said: I saw that Rav 
Kahana avoided all types of shadows. 


The Gemara comments: The demons near the caperbush are 
called ruhei. A demon found near the sorb trees is called shida. 
The demons found on roofs are called rishfei. The Gemara asks: 
What is the practical difference of these definitions? It makes 
a difference for writing an amulet on behalf of one who has 
been harmed. It is necessary to know the name of the demon 
who caused the damage. 


The Gemara further comments: The demon found near the 
caperbush is a creature with no eyes. What is the practical 
halakhic difference of this observation? It is relevant with regard 
to fleeing’ from it. The Gemara relates: Once a Torah scholar 
went to relieve himself near a caperbush. He heard the demon 
coming and fled from it. When this evil spirit went, it grabbed 
a palm tree and got stuck there. The palm tree dried out and 
the demon burst. 


It was stated above that the demons found near the sorb tree 
are called sheidei. The Gemara comments: This sorb tree that 
is close to the city contains no less than sixty demons. The 
Gemara asks: What is the practical difference of this statement? 
The Gemara answers: It is relevant for writing an amulet for this 
number. 


The Gemara relates: A certain ruler ofa city walked and stood 
by a sorb tree that was near a city. Sixty sheidei demons came 
upon him and he was in danger. One of the Sages who did 
not know that it was a sorb tree of sixty sheidei came and 
wrote him an amulet for one shida demon. That man heard 
that there was a celebration inside the tree, and the demons 
were singing: The scarf of the Master is like that of a Torah 
scholar,’ but we checked the Master and he does not know 
how to say barukh, the blessing when donning a scarf. The de- 
mons were mocking him and saying that he did not know how 
to write an amulet. Another one of the Sages, who knew that 
it was a sorb tree of sixty sheidei, came and wrote an amulet 
against sixty demons. He heard them saying: Clear your items 
away from here. 


— NOTES 
A spirit of a half - xaa m: The Arukh explains that this 
means a headache in half of one's head, a migraine. He 
further states that the phrase a spirit of sickness refers to 
jaundice. 


To fleeing - nin: According to the Arukh, this means to run 
at a diagonal and to turn slightly to the side. 


The scarf of the Master is like that of a Torah scholar — 
RIVA KINL dD WIT PID: In Babylonia, married Sages wore 
a special ‘scarf around their heads to distinguish them and 
indicate their status. In certain communities, it is still a cus- 
tom for Sages to wrap scarves around their hats. 


BACKGROUND Ž 

Sorb — XAT: Various authorities identify this tree as the 
Sorbus umbellata. This is a small bush or tree from the 
Rosaceae family that loses its leaves in the winter. Its height 
ranges from 1-3.5 m. The tree is not found in Eretz Yisrael, 
but grows in valley regions in the Near East that receive a 
great deal of rain. According to Rashi, this is the tree called 
zeradeta, while other commentaries identify the zeradeta 
as a species of crab apple. 


Branch and fruit of the sorb tree 
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BACKGROUND 


Sea squill — xayn: The common sea squill, Urginea maritima, 
is a flowering plant with a large bulb from the Asparagaceae 
family. The sea squill has very strong roots and is difficult to 
uproot entirely. For this reason, it was often used to mark 
fields. In the winter, the bulb grows green leaves, while in 
the fall it sprouts blossoms that are approximately 1 mm 
long. 


Bulb of sea squill 


Blossoming sea squill 


Blindness to the light of one’s eyes — xm KJIN: This 
does not mean total blindness but the deterioration of the 
eyesight. It is possible that when one combs his hair roughly, 
the action might trigger a reflex that causes a temporary 
loss of vision. 


One who drinks wine that is dripping — po spo nw pa: 
This statement might refer to wine remaining in the bottom 
of a barrel, which has a high alcohol content. This alcohol 
could cause minor poisoning that might damage one's eyes. 
In addition, one who always wears shoes even when his feet 
are wet will likely suffer rheumatic damage, which can also 
affect the nerves in his eyes. 


LANGUAGE 


Bran [parei] - 1%: From a Syriac Aramaic word meaning 
bran. 
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The Gemara discusses the ketev meriri, a demon mentioned 
in the Torah (Deuteronomy 32:24). There are two types of 
ketev demons, one that comes before noon in the morning 
and the other one comes in the afternoon. The one that 
comes before noon is called ketev meriri, and it appears in 
a jug of kutah, a Babylonian spice, and continuously revolves 
around inside it. The ketev in the afternoon is called ketev 
yashud tzaharayim (Psalms 91:6), and it appears inside the 
horn ofa goat and revolves around inside it like a sifter. 


The Gemara relates: Abaye was coming and walking along 
the street. And Rav Pappa was walking on his right and Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, was on his left. Abaye saw a 
certain ketev meriri coming on his left side and he switched 
Rav Pappa to his left and Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
to his right. Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And I, what is differ- 
ent that you were not concerned about any possible harm to 
me? Abaye said to him: The time is in your favor." You are 
wealthy and fortunate, and therefore I believe that you will 
most likely not be harmed by the demon. 


The Gemara comments: From the first of Tammuz to the 
sixteenth of that month, these demons are certainly found. 
From here onward it is uncertain whether they are found 
or whether they are not found. And they can be found in 
the shadow of a sea squill’ that has not grown a cubit, and 
in the shadow of objects in the morning and evening when 
their length is less than a cubit. And they are mostly found 
in the shadow of a privy. 


Rav Yosef said: These three matters cause blindness to the 
light of one’s eyes:? One who combs his hair when it is dry, 
one who drinks wine that is dripping’ from the barrel, and 
one who puts on shoes when his feet are wet after being 
washed. 


Ifa food is hanging in one’s house, it causes poverty. This is 
as people sayin a popular proverb: He who hangs the basket 
hangs his sustenance, i.e., he loses it. And we said this only 
about hanging bread; however, if one hangs meat and fish, 
we have no problem with it. The reason is that it is the com- 
mon practice to hang meat and fish. Bran [parei]! in the 
house causes poverty. Bread crumbs in the house cause 
poverty. If these crumbs are spread throughout the house on 
Shabbat nights, i.e., Friday nights, or on Tuesday nights, 
when demons are present, harmful spirits rest on them. 


The administering angel appointed over food is called Nakid, 
i.e., he is clean [naki] and particular about cleanliness. The 
administering angel appointed over poverty is called Naval." 
The angel appointed over food will not stay in a dirty place, 
while the angel appointed over poverty will thrive there. A 
plate placed on a jug causes poverty. One who drinks water 
from a plate causes eye pain. One who eats cress without 
washing his hands will be afraid for thirty days. 


The time is in your favor - p Mp xAYw: At certain times, 
one succeeds in everything he does, and nothing bad can 
happen to him during these periods. Rav Pappa was successful 


both in his personal life and in his business. 


NOTES 
the angel pa ae there. However, when people 
treat food disrespectfully and live in filth, the angel of poverty 
dwells among them (Arukh). 
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One who lets blood’ and does not wash his hands" will be 
afraid for seven days. One who cuts his hair and does not 
wash his hands will be afraid for three days. One who cuts 
his nails and does not wash his hands will be afraid for one 
day, and he will not know what is frightening him. Placing 
one’s hand on his nostrils is a way to become afraid. Placing 
one’s hand on his forehead is a way to fall asleep. 


A Sage taught: If food and drink are under one’s bed," even 
if they are covered with iron vessels, an evil spirit rests upon 
them. The Sages taught: A person should not drink water 
on Tuesday nights or on Shabbat nights, i.e., Friday nights. 
And if he drinks water, his blood is upon his own head, due 
to the danger. The Gemara asks: What is this danger? The 
Gemara answers: The danger of the evil spirit that rules on 
these days. 


The Gemara asks: And if he is thirsty, what is his remedy? 
What should he drink? The Gemara answers: He should say 
the seven voices that David said over the water, and after- 
ward he may drink. As it is stated: “The voice of the Lord is 
upon the waters; God of glory thunders, even the Lord 
upon many waters. The voice of the Lord is powerful; the 
voice of the Lord is full of majesty. The voice of the Lord 
breaks the cedars; the Lord breaks in pieces the cedars of 
Lebanon. He makes them also skip like a calf; Lebanon and 
Sirion like a young wild ox. The voice of the Lord hews out 
flames of fire. The voice of the Lord shakes the wilderness; 
the Lord shakes the wilderness of Kadesh. The voice of the 
Lord makes the hinds to calve, and strips the forests bare; 
and in His temple all say: Glory” (Psalms 29:3-9). 


And if he does not remember that verse, he should say as 
follows: Lul, Shafan, Anigron, Anirdafin, which are names 
of demons, I sit between the stars, I walk between thin and 
fat people, take any of them if you wish but leave me alone. 
And if he does not recall this incantation, if there is another 
person with him, he should wake him and say to him: So- 
and-so, son of so-and-so, I thirst for water; and then he may 
drink. And if there is no other person with him, he should 
knock the cover on the cup and then drink. And if he is not 
able to do this, he should throw some object in it and then 


drink. 


The Sages taught: A person should not drink water from 
rivers or from ponds at night. And if he drank, his blood is 
upon his own head due to the danger. The Gemara explains: 
What is this danger? The danger of blindness. The Gemara 
asks: And if he is thirsty, what is his remedy? If there is an- 
other person with him, he should say to him: So-and-so, son 
of so-and-so, I thirst for water. And if there is no one else 
with him, he should say to himself: So-and-so, my mother 
said to me to beware of shavrirei, the demon of blindness. He 
should continue to say the following incantation, in the first 
part of which the demon’s name gradually disappears: Shavri- 
rei berirei" rirei yiri ri; I thirst for water in white earthenware 
cups. This is an incantation against those demons. 


The Gemara returns to the statement of the mishna that on 
Passover one must drink no less than four cups of wine: And 
this halakha applies even if the poor person accepts funds 
from the charity plate. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that 
this is the case. If there is a mitzva to drink these four cups, 
they must be provided for him. 


BACKGROUND 


Lets blood - 1317: Bloodletting involves spilling small 
quantities of blood. It was used both as a cure and as a 
general preventive therapy that was believed to keep a per- 
son healthy. Bloodletting was based on an ancient system 
of medicine in which blood and other bodily fluids were 
considered to be humors, the proper balance of which 
was believed to maintain health. It was the most common 
medical practice performed by doctors on both humans 
and animals from antiquity through the late 19th century, a 
period of almost two millennia. Today it is well established 
that bloodletting is not effective for most diseases. The only 
remaining condition for which it is used is Polycythemia vera, 
a disease in which the body produces too many red blood 
cells. Among the symptoms of this illness are bleeding gums, 
excessive bleeding from ordinary cuts and bruises, and a 
reddish color of the skin. 


Ancient Greek urn with image of bloodletting 


HALAKHA 
One who lets blood and does not wash his hands — 131b12 
mp wn xd): One must wash his hands after letting blood 
or cutting his hair or nails (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4:19). 


Food and drink under one's bed - nyan nnn ppa pair: 
One should not place food or drink beneath his bed, even if 
they are covered (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 116:5). 


NOTES 
Shavrirei berirei — ya YAW: Shavrirei is the demon ap- 
pointed over blindness. When this incantation is recited and 
the demon hears the letters of its name disappear, it begins 
to weaken. Ultimately, the demon is defeated (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 

Make your Shabbat like an ordinary weekday - nav nwy 
bin: A poor person who has enough food for fourteen meals 
a week should not take food from charity for the third meal of 
Shabbat. He should treat Shabbat like a regular weekday rather 
than rely on other people. However, Rav Yosef Karo ruled in 
a responsa that if one is already forced to accept charity, he 
is permitted to take all that he requires for Shabbat as well 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2421). 


NOTES —————— 
Do not sit at the high point of a city and study - awn On 
mE yy by maaa: Some commentaries explain that the 
Torah should be studied in one’s home or in a study hall. The 


Torah is dishonored when it is studied in a public place (Seder 
HaDorot). 


Whose leaders are Torah scholars - 57230 "rbn MUN W: 
Some commentaries explain that since the job of the city 
leaders often involves rebuking its citizens, this renders them 
unpopular. If a city leader is also a Torah scholar, his rebukes 
might cause the residents to hate all scholars (Ben Yehoyada). 


Do not enter your house suddenly — oixn wh DISA by: 
People should learn proper etiquette from God, Who stood at 
the entrance to the Garden of Eden and called to Adam, as the 
verse says: And the Lord God called to the man and said to him: 
Where are you?” (Genesis 3:9). 


256 


PEREK X ` 112A: PAT PW 


KPPU ID IN NYY KIWI ND 
Tern be! Din yaw nwy ONT 
KDI IDS BW KIT nina 

(oti) 


Tax 19 Sy ay ATK IT NAN 
Das Din JAW TY MPL 131 
xan wiy Sar .ninad qsa 
AMNA inva Jind by IIT 
FA KIDIIT NDI: NID 31 VAN 
nap anaa PWP ma 

Bway pay psy ney) 


12] TY ODT AAW pa VA 
M2 302 WIT 1D] Me KIDDY 
mem spy by agaa avn ie 
“nbn PNW TYI win dy 

mn 


jaw b> Dixa 102 Dan by 
Dibyn ya os ran mab 
ney) a non fe tp mana 
nag ` Js dx bin naw 
nyeIY DTN DY banwa m 

bi npnvn 


xy span paid Kh x33 37 ON 
manw tava) his mm rasa 
bene 31 TART KIUN TTS 
wp Mey" INST wD PNY Ta 
sien TUNI Luis bp - "Apa 
miah mn raya Wax Jann 

omy paw T 


DY KIPY DT MY OST meN 
VIAN mawa MY ya jyaw n 
stab yah OE .PHONT maa 
$ OX syn» YN WX TIN 
TIX IK - abn TANS PX ON 
OK mab) JIN xay mib 
nyin bwnw man ani 23 Š 
mib y PD nyima py 

m03 by Kom 2myapa 


produced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is necessary only to teach that 
this halakha applies even according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, who said: Make your Shabbat like an ordinary weekday" 
and do not be beholden to other beings. If one is unable to 
honor Shabbat without financial help from others, it is better for 
him to save money and eat his Shabbat meals as he would on a 
weekday rather than rely on other people. Here, in the case of the 
four cups, Rabbi Akiva concedes that it is appropriate for a poor 
person to request assistance from the community, due to the 
obligation to publicize the miracle. 


With regard to this issue, the school of Eliyahu taught that al- 
though Rabbi Akiva said: Make your Shabbat like a weekday 
and do not be beholden to other beings; however, one should 

nevertheless perform some small alteration in his house to dis- 
tinguish Shabbat from a weekday. The Gemara asks: What is this 

alteration? Rav Pappa said: For example, one should serve small, 
fried fish. As we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yehuda ben Teima 

says: Be bold like a leopard, light like an eagle, run like a deer, 
and be strong like a lion to perform the will of your Father in 

Heaven. This statement teaches that one should exert every effort 
to perform a mitzva. 


The Gemara cites the full source of Rabbi’s Akiva statement with 
regard to Shabbat preparations. The Sages taught: Rabbi Akiva 
commanded Rabbi Yehoshua, his son, about seven matters: My 
son, do not sit at the high point of a city, where many people 
pass, and study" there, as the passersby will interrupt you. And 
do not live in a city whose leaders are Torah scholars," as they 
are too busy studying to govern properly. 


Rabbi Akiva continued: And do not enter your house suddenly,’ 
without knocking first; all the more so do not enter the house of 
another, as he might not be ready to receive you. And do not 
withhold shoes from your feet, as it is disgraceful to go barefoot. 
Wake up and eat, in the summer due to the heat, as it is best to 
eat before it grows hot, and in the winter due to the strength you 
will need to tolerate the cold. And make your Shabbat like a 
weekday and do not be beholden to other beings. And exert 
yourself to join together with a person upon whom the hour 
smiles, i.e., a successful person. 


Rav Pappa said in explanation of this last statement: Do not buy 
from him and do not sell to him. Ifhe is the beneficiary of good 
fortune, he will profit from any business transaction and you will 
suffer from it. Rather, form a partnership with him. And now 
we have heard that Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “You have blessed the work 
of his hands” (Job 1:10)? This means that anyone who took a 
peruta from Job would be blessed, even if he received it via a 
business transaction. This shows that one should engage in busi- 
ness with a person who is blessed, for even if he wishes to buy 
from him or to sell to him it is well, i.e., he will share in the good 
fortune of the other. 


The Gemara continues to cite similar advice dispensed by Rabbi 
Akiva. Rabbi Akiva commanded Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai to do 
five matters when Rabbi Akiva was imprisoned. Beforehand, 
Rabbi Shimon said to him: Rabbi, teach me Torah. Rabbi Akiva 
said to him: I will not teach you, as it is dangerous to do so at the 
present time. Rabbi Shimon said to him in jest: If you will not 
teach me, I will tell Yohai my father, and he will turn you over 
to the government. In other words, I have no means of persuad- 
ing you; you are already in prison. Rabbi Akiva said: My son, 
know that more than the calf wishes to suck, the cow wants to 
suckle, but I am afraid of the danger. Rabbi Shimon said to him: 
And who is in danger? Isn’t the calf in danger, as you are in jail 
and I am the one at risk? 
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Rabbi Akiva said to him: If so, I will tell you a few matters. First 
of all, if you wish to strangle yourself," hang yourself on a tall 
tree. This proverb means that if one wants others to accept what 
he has to say, he should attribute his statement to a great man. 
And when you teach your son, teach him from a corrected 
text." The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of that statement? 
Rava said, and some say Rav Mesharshiya said: Rabbi Akiva 
was referring to learning a new topic, for once a mistake enters 
one’s mind, it has entered there and is difficult to put right. 


Rabbi Akiva further told Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: Do not cook 
in a pot in which your colleague cooked his food. The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the meaning of this statement? The Gemara 

explains: Rabbi Akiva is referring to marrying a divorced wom- 
an in the lifetime of her former husband. As the Master said: 

Ifa divorced man marries a divorced woman,” there are four 

minds in the bed during intimacy. Each person thinks about 

his current and former spouse, which verges on illegitimacy. 
And if you wish, say instead that this advice holds true even 

with regard to marrying a widow, as 


not all fingers are equal. It is possible that intimate relations 
with her second husband might not be as pleasing as with the 
first, leading her to disparage and even hate him. 


Rabbi Akiva continued to offer instruction: It isa mitzva and a 
great material benefit to one’s body to eat fruits without 
payment." That is, when one lends money and takes land as 
collateral, deducting from the loan the value of the fruit he eats, 
both the borrower and the lender benefit from this practice. 
One who both performs a mitzva and retains a pure body is 
one who marries a woman, as his thoughts will remain pure 
and he will merit to have children. 


The Gemara cites more instructions issued by a Sage to his heirs. 
Our holy rabbi, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, commanded his sons 
to do four matters: Do not live in Shekhantziv’ in Babylonia, 
because they are mockers. And they will draw you in to their 
mockery and lead you to abandon your Torah studies. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi further commanded his sons: Do not sit 
on the bed of an Aramean woman. This advice is explained in 
different ways. Some say it means that you should not go to 
sleep without reciting Shema," as a Jew who does this acts like 
a gentile. And some say it means that you should not marry a 
convert," i.e., a Jewish woman who was once an Aramean. 


NOTES = ———____——_- 
If you wish to strangle yourself — pany Apa or: The Arukh 
explains: If you wish to inquire about a prohibition punishable by 
death, be sure to ask a great Sage and do what he says. According 
to this interpretation, the phrase: Strangle yourself, alludes to the 
severe consequences of the matter at hand. 


Teach him from a corrected text — 71317 193 amma: Some com- 
mentaries assert that this is referring to a book that has legible 
letters. Other commentaries explain that it means a reliable, cor- 
rected edition without errors (Arukh). Why does the Gemara ask 
about the meaning of this phrase, which obviously means that 
one should teach children from a reliable text? The Gemara’s 
question is why one should use a corrected text specifically for 
one’s son rather than for oneself. The answer is that a book of 
this kind is especially critical for one who is just beginning his 
studies (Ben Yehoyada). 


If a divorced man marries a divorced woman - KWI% wma 
mana: Several commentaries maintain that the mention of a pot 
in this connection alludes to the statement: A woman establishes 
a covenant only with the one who fashions her into a vessel 

(Sanhedrin 22b). This indicates that statement of the Gemara is 
referring to a woman who was divorced after marriage, not after 
betrothal (Ben Yehoyada). Why did Rabbi Akiva address this piece 
of advice to a man who marries a divorced woman, but not to a 

woman who marries a divorced man? Some authorities explain 

that this is based on the halakha during the talmudic era that a 

man may divorce his wife against her will. Therefore, the woman 

might still harbor feelings for her former husband, whereas a 

divorced man separated from his wife willingly. Nowadays, when 

divorce requires the agreement of both parties in normal circum- 
stances, this concern no longer exists (/yyun Ya'akov). 


BACKGROUND 
Shekhantziv - 2%33W: Shekhantziv was a city in Babylonia whose 
residents, especially the women, were known for their frivolity. 
Rav Sherira Gaon reports that Rabba bar Avuh and Rav Nahman 
briefly lived in Shekhantziv after they fled from Neharde’a when 
it was destroyed. 


Map of Babylon 


NOTES 


Eat fruits without payment — 134 x) niva baix: An alterna- 
tive version of the Gemara reads: Eat fruits and the payment 
is his. According to our version of the text, the lender may 
not keep the profits from the fruit, as this would violate the 
prohibition against taking interest. Instead, the profit from the 
collateral returns to the borrower. In any case, the lender profits 
from this arrangement while the borrower does not lose out 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


You should not go to sleep without reciting Shema - xb 
ya mp sba w: This statement is puzzling, as every Jew 
is required to recite Shema before sleeping. Why is it neces- 
sary to reiterate this obligation? One answer is that a rabbinic 
scholar need say only the first verse of Shema, whereas Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi instructed his sons to recite the entire Shema 
(Divrei Shaul). 


You should not marry a convert — xmi 2097 xb: This is a 
strange statement, as several renowned figures married con- 
verts, e.g., Boaz and Joshua, as stated elsewhere in the Gemara. 
Furthermore, the Gemara in tractate Horayot (13a) states that 
everyone runs to marry a convert. Some commentaries explain 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was referring specifically to his own 
sons, who were prohibited to marry converts, as they were 
priests (/yyun Yaakov). 
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BACKGROUND 
Black ox — sim siw: Apparently, the black ox men- 
tioned here is the water buffalo, Bubalus bubalis. Al- 
though similar in appearance to an ox, it differs in 
strength, size, and color, as well as with respect to the 
shape of its horns and the amount of time it spends in 
the water. This beast is found mostly in Asia and is used 
for farm labor. Although the water buffalos are gentle 
with those who care for them, they pose a danger to 
others and many people have been attacked by them. 


NOTES 
Do not inflict a blemish upon yourself - wyn by 
mum, bleimish; is an acronym for masa umatan, a busi- 
ness transaction. 


Do not stand over a purchase - npag by Tinyn by: 
This practice is prohibited because it might cause other 
sellers to raise their prices unjustifiably, as they think 
he is willing to buy at that price. Conversely, when this 
individual refrains from buying, the merchant might 
attribute his reticence to the low quality of the product 
(Ben Yehoyada). 
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And some say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi meant the actual bed 
of an Aramean woman, and this is due to the concern for a 
similar outcome to the later incident involving Rav Pappa. The 
incident in question was as follows: Rav Pappa entered the 
house of a gentile woman to collect a debt. The woman asked 
him to sit on her bed until she brought the money. As it turned 
out, she had placed her dead baby under the bed. Rav Pappa was 
subsequently accused of killing the baby and was forced to flee 
the district. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi continued: And do not avoid paying 
taxes, lest they find you and confiscate everything you own. 
And do not stand before an ox when it emerges from the 
marsh because Satan dances between its horns, i.e., an ox is 
particularly menacing at that time. Rabbi Shmuel said: This is 
referring to a black ox,’ and specifically during the days of 
Nisan, when the ox is most dangerous. 


Rav Oshaya teaches with regard to the same issue: One dis- 
tances himself fifty cubits from an innocuous ox [shor tam], 
an ox with no consistent history of causing damage with the 
intent to injure. From a forewarned ox [shor muad], an ox 
whose owner was forewarned because his ox already gored a 
person three times, one distances himself until it is beyond 
eyeshot. 


A Sage taught citing the name of Rabbi Meir, in an exaggerated 
vein: Even if the head of the ox is in its food basket, go up to 
the roof and kick the ladder out from underneath you to es- 
cape from it. Rav said: The cry that one says to lead an oxis hen 
hen. The cry to lead a lion is zeh zeh. The cry to lead a camel is 
da da. The cry to laborers using ropes to pull a ship along a 
river is heleni, hayya, hela, vehilook, hulya. 


Abaye said: Hide, fish, and a cup, hot water, and eggs, and 
white lice all cause the other matter, i.e., leprosy. The Gemara 
elaborates: Hide is referring to one who sleeps on a tanner’s 
hide before it has been tanned. Fish is referring to the shibuta 
fish in the days of Nisan. The cup is referring to one who eats 
the leftovers of small fried fish. Hot water is referring to 
very hot water that one pours on himself. Eggs means one 
who steps on eggshells. White lice is referring to one who 
washes his garment but does not keep it for eight days before 
wearing it again, a habit which creates these lice. And all of 
these practices cause the other matter, leprosy. 


Rav Pappa said: With regard to a house in which there is a cat, 
a person should not enter there barefoot. What is the reason? 
Because the cat might kill a snake and eat it, and the snake has 
small bones, and if a small bone gets into one’s foot it cannot 
be removed, and he will be in danger. Some say that Rav Pap- 
pa said: With regard to a house in which there is no cat, a 
person should not enter there in the dark. What is the reason? 
Since there is no cat to hunt snakes, perhaps a snake will wrap 
itself around him without him knowing and he will be in 
danger. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, commanded Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi with regard to three matters. Parenthetically, 
the Gemara states that mem, kaf, shin is a mnemonic for the 
three statements, as it stands for mum, blemish, mekah, a pur- 
chase, and ishtekha, your wife. The first matter is: Do not inflict 
a blemish upon yourself." The Gemara asks: What is the mean- 
ing of that statement? The Gemara explains: Do not have a 
court case against three people, as one will be your opponent 
and two will act as witnesses and testify against you whatever 
they wish. And do not stand over and display interest in a 
purchase’ when you do not have enough money even for the 
price you are offering, as this constitutes fraud. 
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The Gemara cites the third instruction that Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, commanded Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
After your wife has immersed, do not engage in intimacy 
with her on the first night. Rather, wait an additional night. 
Rav said: And this is referring to a menstruating woman 
whose status applies by Torah law. According to Torah law, 
even if a woman experiences a continuous emission of blood 
for seven days, if the flow stops on the seventh day, she may 
immerse that night and engage in relations with her husband 
without delay. However, Rav maintains that one must act 
stringently in this case. His reasoning is: Since there is a pre- 
sumption that the flow of blood is open, perhaps her zava 
blood will continue afterward, i.e., she will see more blood 
after engaging in intimacy. 


The Gemara continues: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
commanded Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard to three mat- 
ters: Do not go out alone at night; do not stand naked be- 
fore a candle; and do not enter a new bathhouse,’ lest it 
collapse when they light the fire beneath it. The Gemara asks: 
Until when is a bathhouse considered new? Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi said: Until twelve months have passed. With regard 
to the statement: And do not stand naked before a candle, 
the Gemara comments that this is as it was taught in a barai- 
ta: One who stands naked before a candle will become 
epileptic, and one who engages in intimacy by candlelight" 
will have epileptic children. 


Likewise, the Sages taught: One who engages in intimacy in 
a bed upon which a baby is sleeping," that child becomes 
epileptic. And we said that this will occur only if the child is 
not yet one year old; however, if he is one year old we have 
no problem with it, as he is old enough not to be affected. And 
furthermore, we said this only concerning a baby that is sleep- 
ing near the father’s feet; but if the baby is sleeping near his 
head he is sufficiently far away so that we have no problem with 
it. And we said this only ifhe does not place his hand on the 
baby at the time, but ifhe places his hands on the baby to serve 
as a barrier between them, we have no problem with it. 


With regard to the instruction: Do not go out alone at night, 
the Gemara states that this is as it was taught in a baraita: One 

should not go out alone at night, neither on Tuesday nights" 

nor on Shabbat nights, i.e., Friday nights, because the demon 

Agrat, daughter of Mahalat," she and 180,000 angels of de- 
struction go out at these times. And as each and every one 

of them has permission to destroy by itself, they are all the 

more dangerous when they go forth together. 


HALAKHA 


One who engages in intimacy by candlelight - sind men wna 
1377: It is prohibited to engage in sexual intimacy by the light of a 
candle, even if one blocks the light with his robe. If the candle is 
onthe other side of a screen, it is permitted to engage in relations, 
provided one uses his robe to block out the light. In addition, it 
is prohibited to engage in relations by moonlight. Intimacy is 
permitted during the day, provided that the room is dark. However, 


Tuesday nights — nis» yb: According to some commentar- 
ies, this statement does not refer to the fourth night of the week 
but rather to rainy nights. Since people do not venture outdoors, 
demons are granted free reign. Nevertheless, most commentaries 
maintain that it is referring to Tuesday nights. One explanation 
for this is that on Sunday and Wednesday nights rural folk would 
travel through the dark to reach the markets or courts by daybreak, 
as Mondays and Thursdays were market days. They would return 


NOTES 


this conduct is considered inappropriate (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 240:n, Even HaEzer 25:5). 


One who engages in intimacy with a baby on the bed - wnawn 
why pivnwa inana: One should not have relations in a bed upon 
which a baby i is ‘ying, if all the conditions stated by the Gemara 
are fulfilled (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:16). 


home on the following night. In addition, travelers would return 
from the city at the conclusion of Shabbat. However, there was no 
need to travel on Tuesday nights (Tosefot Rid). 


Agrat, daughter of Mahalat - nbn na mK: Some commentar- 
ies note that Agrat means a gathering, while Mahalat is sickness. 
In other words, Agrat daughter of Mahalat refers to a gathering of 
various evils and illnesses. 


BACKGROUND 


Bathhouse - yma ma: The bathhouses in mishnaic 
and talmudic times were heated by fire lit beneath their 
floors. The heat was transferred to the entire structure 
by means of special pipes. Sometimes, the heat and hu- 
midity would cause the foundations of the bathhouse 
to collapse, endangering everyone inside. 
The key to both images is as follows: 

1Pipes that held and pumped hot water (first image) 

2 Boiler 

3 Bath 


Bathhouse structure 


Remains of Roman bath 
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LANGUAGE 
Paths [gazyata] — m3: According to some linguists, 
this is from the Arabic lj, jazaaz, meaning a path or 
side alleyway. 


HALAKHA 


Skin a carcass in the market - xpwa xa viva: 
One should avoid accepting charity as much as possible. 
It is better to live a life of sorrow than to rely on others. 
Even an important scholar who becomes impoverished 
should engage in a lowly trade rather than rely on charity, 
as stated by Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 255:1). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara states: Initially, these demons were present ev- 
ery day. Once Agrat, daughter of Mahalat, met Rabbi Hanina 
ben Dosa and said to him: Had they not announced about 
you in the Heavens: Be careful of Hanina and his Torah, I 
would have placed you in danger. He said to her: If I am 
considered important in Heaven, I decree upon you that 
you should never travel through inhabited places. She said 
to him: I beg you, leave me a little space. He left for her 
Shabbat nights and Tuesday nights. 


And furthermore, once Agrat, daughter of Mahalat met 
Abaye and said to him: Had they not announced about you 
in the Heavens: Be careful of Nahmani, Abaye, and his To- 
rah, I would have placed you in danger. He said to her: If I 
am considered important in Heaven, I decree upon you that 
you should never pass through inhabited places. The Ge- 
mara asks: But we see that, notwithstanding these anecdotes, 
demons do pass through inhabited areas. The Sages say in 
explanation: These demons 


are found on the paths [gazyata]' near the city, as horses 
belonging to the demons flee along those paths, and the de- 
mons come to lead them away. Generally, however, demons 
do not enter inhabited places. 


And Rav said to Rav Asi: Do not live in a city where horses 
do not neigh" and where dogs do not bark, as the these ani- 
mals provide security and protection. And do not live in a 
city where the mayor is a doctor," as he will be too busy 
working to govern properly. And do not marry two women, 
as they will likely join forces against you. Andifyou do marry 
two, marry a third as well. If two of your wives plot against 
you, the third will inform you of their plans. 


Rav said to Rav Kahana: It is better for one to turn over a 
carcass" than to turn over his word, i.e., to break his promise. 
Rav further said: Skin a carcass in the market" and take 
payment, but do not say: Iam a priest, or: I am a great man, 
and this matter disgusts me. It is preferable for one to work, 
even in menial labor, than to be dependent on others. Ravalso 
advised Rav Kahana: If you ascend to the roof, carry your 
food with you. One should always carry his sustenance with 
him, even if he goes only on a short trip. If one hundred 
pumpkins in the city cost a zuz," place them carefully under 
the corners of your clothes. Treat food respectfully even if it 
is inexpensive. 


Where horses do not neigh - wow nagy Kbt: Why does the 
Gemara single out a horse as opposed to other animals? The 
reason is that thieves will not operate in a place where they hear 
the neighing of a horse, as they know the owner of that house 
has the means to chase them down (Ben Yehoyada). 


Where the mayor is a doctor - %»Dx K3 waT: An alternative 
variant reads: Where the mayor of the city is Asi. Some com- 
mentaries explain that this means the mayor is as great a Sage 
as Rav Asi. This statement is similar to the earlier observation 
that a great Torah scholar should not serve as the leader of a 
city (Rashi; Arukh). Others explain that Rav is referring to Rabbi 
Asi himself, i.e., he was telling him not to live in a place where 
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he would be the communal leader, as this appointment would 
prevent him from studying Torah. 


To turn over a carcass — xAbaza Jia: According to some 
commentaries, the expression: Turn over his word, refers to a 
chatterer. Someone who talks too much will eventually speak 
inappropriately (Me‘iri). Others explain that whereas turning 
over a carcass will render one ritually impure, foul speech will 
defile one's soul (/yyun Ya'akov). Alternatively, this proverb is 
referring to the role of a broker, who must alter his approach 


when dealing with the buyer and the seller. With wry cynicism, 


the Gemara states that it would be better for him to deal in 
carcasses. 


Skin a carcass in the market - xpwa saya viwa: Although 
skinning is performed in the marketplace in public display, and 
consequently is considered demeaning, a Torah scholar should 
support himself and not shun manual labor. 


One hundred pumpkins. ..cost a zuz - Kma..." AN: Several 
commentaries explain that even if one hundred pumpkins cost 
a single zuz in the city, do not reject the one that you find for 
free in the field. Instead, you should take it as well (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Others say that when someone gives you an item in 
return for your money, take it immediately. A third interpreta- 
tion is that if one finds a purchase at a cheap price, he should 
buy it right away and hide it from jealous eyes (Arukh). 
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Rav said to Hiyya," his son: Do not get into the habit of drinking 
medications," lest you develop an addiction. And do not leap over 
a ditch, as you might hurt yourself in the process. And do not pull 
outa tooth, but try to heal it if possible. And do not provoke a snake 
in your house to try to kill it or chase it away. And do not provoke a 
gentile," as this too is dangerous. 


Similarly, the Sages taught: There are three beings one should not 
provoke: A small gentile, and a small snake, and a small Torah 
scholar. What is the reason? Because their authority stands be- 
hind their ears. They will eventually grow up, assume power, each 
in his own way, and avenge those who have harassed them. 


Rav said to Ayvu, his son: I struggled to teach you halakha but my 
efforts did not succeed, as you did not become a great scholar. Come 

and I will teach you about mundane matters: Sell your merchan- 
dise while the dust from the road is still on your feet. As soon you 

return from your travels, sell your wares, lest the prices fall in the 

meantime. Furthermore, it is possible that anything you sell might 
later cause you to regret the sale, except for wine, which you can 

sell without regret. Since wine might go bad and be entirely lost, its 

sale is always advisable. 


Rav further advised his son: Open your purse to accept payment, 
and only then open your sack to deliver the goods, to ensure you 
will receive payment for your merchandise. It is better to earn a kav 
from the ground than a kor from the roof. A kor is one hundred and 
eighty times larger than a kav. This proverb means that it is preferable 
to earn a small amount from a local, safe transaction than to attempt 
to earn more through a distant, risky venture. 


Rav continued: If there are dates in your storeroom, run to the 
brewery to sell them. If you wait, there is a good chance the dates 
will go bad. The Gemara asks: And how many dates should one keep 
for himself? Rava said: Up to three sea. Rav Pappa said: If I were 
not a beer manufacturer I would not have become wealthy. Some 
say that it was Rav Hisda who said: If I were not a beer manufac- 
turer I would not have become wealthy. The Gemara asks: What is 
the meaning of the word sudana," the Aramaic term for a brewer? 
Rav Hisda said: A pleasant secret [sod na’e] and acts of loving 
kindness, as brewing is a good way to make money and also enables 
one to perform good deeds. 


The Gemara continues to offer advice about mundane matters. Rav 
Pappa said: Anything you acquire with a document by means of 
which ownership is transferred, i.e. a bill of acquisition or obligation, 
requires collection, despite the fact that you are the legal owner. Any 
sale on credit is uncertain whether or not it will come to fruition. 
And even if it does come to fruition, the money is bad. These funds 
are difficult to collect, and they are generally not paid on time. 


Rabbi Yohanan said three matters, citing the people of Jerusalem: 
When you go to war" do not go out first, but go out last. The reason 
is so that if your side is defeated and you need to flee for your life, 
you will enter the refuge of the city first. And it is better to make 
your Shabbat like an ordinary weekday and do not be beholden to 
other beings. And exert yourself to join together with one upon 
whom the hour smiles. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said three matters, citing the people of 
Jerusalem: Do not indulge in a shameful act in public, because of 
the incident that occurred involving David and Bathsheba (see 
11 Samuel 11-12). If your daughter has grown up, it is better to free 
your Canaanite slave and give him to her than to leave her to find a 
husband on her own. And be careful with your wife with regard to 
her first son-in-law, as she is especially fond of him. What is the 
reason for this warning? Rav Hisda said: Due to the possibility of 
licentiousness. Rav Kahana said: Due to the fact that she might give 
him all your money and leave you impoverished. The Gemara com- 
ments: Since either of these could happen, it is best to be prudent. 


NOTES 
Rav’s advice to his son Hiyya - 13 xvod ainisy: The 
commentaries state that this advice applied especially 
to Rav's son Hiyya, who was a sickly boy. For this rea- 
son, his father warned him about taking care of his 
health (Rav Ya'akov Emden; Mitzpe Eitan). 


Drinking medications — sap MwA: This warning to 
avoid addictions also applies to concoctions taken 
by healthy people to strengthen their constitution 
(Ben Yehoyada). 


Do not provoke a snake and...a gentile, etc. - xb 
4D) AMAIA KYM Kpa: A gentile child, a snake, 
and a young Torah scholar all have a vengeful nature 
(lyyun Ya'akov). 


Sudana — XIT: The Arukh explains that this term 
for a brewer means helper or aide, and it refers to 
acts of kindness. 


When you go to war - manbrad xyi TAKWS: This 
statement applies only to an optional war but not to 
an obligatory one, in which soldiers must be prepared 
to give their lives (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 
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NOTES 

A bachelor in a city - 193 prt: Some commentaries 
explain that these three individuals are listed because 
they represent the three most basic desires, as stated 
in tractate Avot 4:28: Jealousy, lust, and honor remove 
a person from the world. This bachelor overcomes his 
lust, this poor person rises above his jealousy, and the 
wealthy individual triumphs over his desire for honor 
(lyyun Ya'akov; Anaf Yosef). 


Perek X 
Daf 113 Amud b 


NOTES 

The Holy One, Blessed be He, loves three people — 
ATi NIT a wiTpI nyw: The character traits of those 

who are beloved by God and those whom He hates all 

concern the relationship between man and his fellow. 
This conveys the principle that if the spirits of people are 

pleased with a person, the spirit of God is also pleased 

with him; if the spirits of people are not pleased with a 

person, the spirit of God is likewise displeased with him 

(Avot 3:10; see Maharsha). 


Tuveya sinned and Zigud is lashed — 1391) xon mw 
ayn: This statement became a popular saying with re- 
gard to any situation where one person sins and another 
is punished on his account (Rashi on tractate Makkot). 


HALAKHA 


One who testifies against another alone - tyan 
spr ivana: One witness should testify against another 
person, only with regard to a monetary claim through 
which he can render the defendant liable to take an oath, 
or in a situation where he can prevent his fellow from 
violating a prohibition. However, if the accused has al- 
ready sinned, testifying against him will only give him 
a bad reputation and is therefore prohibited (Shu/han 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 28:1, and in the comment of the 
Rema). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Three people are among those who 
inherit the World-to-Come: One who lives in Eretz Yisrael; 
one who raises his sons to engage in Torah study; and one 
who recites havdala over wine at the conclusion of Shabbat. 
The Gemara asks: What is the special importance of that mitz- 
va, to recite havdala over wine? The Gemara answers: This is 
referring to an individual with only a small amount of wine, who 
nevertheless leaves some of his kiddush wine for havdala. 


Rabbi Yohanan further said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
proclaims about the goodness of three kinds of people every 
day, as exceptional and noteworthy individuals: About a bach- 
elor who lives in a city" and does not sin with women; about 

a poor person who returns a lost object to its owners despite 

his poverty; and about a wealthy person who tithes his pro- 
duce in private, without publicizing his behavior. The Gemara 

reports: Rav Safra was a bachelor living in a city. 


When the tanna taught this baraita before Rava and Rav Safra, 
Rav Safra’s face lit up with joy, as he was listed among those 
praised by God. Rava said to him: This does not refer to some- 
one like the Master. Rather, the statement applies to people 
like Rav Hanina and Rav Oshaya, who were cobblers in Eretz 
Yisrael, and they would sit in the marketplace of prostitutes 
and fashion shoes for prostitutes. And the prostitutes would 
enter their shops and look at them. However, due to their piety, 
these Sages did not raise their eyes to look at the women. And 
those prostitutes were so impressed with this behavior that 
when they swore, they would say as follows: By the lives of the 
holy Sages of Eretz Yisrael. It is this type of bachelor who is 
praised by Heaven. 


The Gemara cites a similar statement. The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, loves three people: One who does not get angry; one 
who does not get drunk; and one who is forgiving. The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, hates three people: One who says one 
statement with his mouth and means another in his heart, i.e., 
a hypocrite; one who knows testimony about another person 
and does not testify on his behalf; and one who observes a 
licentious matter performed by another person and testifies 
against him alone." His testimony is meaningless, as he is the 
only witness; consequently, he merely gives the individual a bad 
reputation. 


The Gemara comments: This is like that incident where Tuveya 
sinned with immorality, and Zigud came alone to testify about 
him before Rav Pappa. Rav Pappa instructed that Zigud be 
lashed. Zigud said to him: Tuveya sinned and Zigud is 
lashed," an objection that became a popular saying. He said to 
him: Yes, as it is written: “One witness shall not rise up 
against aman” (Deuteronomy 19:15), and you testified against 
him alone. You have merely given him a bad reputation. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said that Rav said: Although 
one who sees another committing a sin should not testify 
against him by himself, he is nonetheless permitted to hate him, 
as itis stated: “If you see the donkey of he who hates you lying 
under its load” (Exodus 23:5). The Gemara clarifies this verse: 
What is the meaning of he who hates you mentioned in the 
verse? If you say it is referring to a gentile who hates you, but 
wasn’t it taught in a baraita that the phrase: He who hates, of 
which the Torah spoke, is a Jew who hates you, not a gentile 
who hates you? 
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Rather, it is obvious that the verse is referring to a Jew 
who hates you. But is one permitted to hate a fellow 
Jew? But isn’t it written: “You shall not hate your 
brother in your heart” (Leviticus 19:17), which clearly 
prohibits the hatred of another Jew? Rather, perhaps 
you will say that the verse is referring to a situation 
where there are witnesses that he performed a sin. 
However, in that case, everyone else should also hate 
him. What is different about this particular person who 
hates him? Rather, is it not referring to a case like this, 
when he saw him perform a licentious matter? He is 
therefore permitted to hate him for his evil behavior, 
whereas others who are unaware of his actions may not 
hate him. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Not only is this permit- 
ted, it is even a mitzva to hate him," as it is stated: “The 
fear of God is to hate evil” (Proverbs 8:13). Rav Aha, 
son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: What is the halakha with 
regard to whether one who saw someone sin may tell 
his teacher so that he too will hate him? Rav Ashi said 
to him: If the student knows that he is trusted by his 
teacher as two witnesses, and therefore his statement 
will be accepted, he should tell him, and if he is not 
trusted by his teacher as two witnesses, he should not 
tell him. 


The Sages taught: There are three types of people 
whose lives are not lives, due to their constant suffer- 
ing: The compassionate, the hot tempered, and the 
delicate. Rav Yosef said: All of these attributes are 
found in me." 


Furthermore, the Sages taught: Members of three 
groups hate other members of the same group: Dogs, 
roosters, and the Persian priests." And some say: Also 
prostitutes. And some say: Also Torah scholars in 
Babylonia. 


Likewise, the Sages taught: Members of three groups 
love one another: Converts, slaves, and ravens." 


Four types of people cannot be endured by anyone: An 
arrogant pauper; a wealthy person who denies mon- 
etary claims against him; a lecherous old man; and a 
leader who lords over the community for no cause." 
And some say: Also one who divorces his wife once 
and twice and takes her back a third time. He should 
decide definitively whether or not he wants her. 


The Gemara asks: And why didn’t the first tanna men- 
tion this case of a man who remarries his wife after two 
divorces? The Gemara answers: Sometimes the hus- 
band’s payment to her in the event of divorce, as stipu- 
lated in her marriage contract, is large, and since he is 
unable to pay he is forced to take her back. Alterna- 
tively, he has children with her and cannot divorce her, 
as he wants someone to care for them. 


All of these attributes are found in me — °3 myx andra: 
Some commentaries explain that this was due to Rav Yosef's 
blindness. A blind person is unable to determine if a call for 
help is exaggerated. With regard to anger, Rav Yosef often 


—————— HALAKHA = ————————- 
A mitzva to hate him - ima myn: If one sees another 
person about to violate a prohibition, and the other disre- 
gards his warning and transgresses, it is a mitzva to hate him 
until he repents. Nevertheless, the witness is obligated to 
help the transgressor load and unload his animal (Shu/han 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 272:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Ravens — 37y: Ravens are social birds that are always 
found in groups, even when they are not nesting, brood- 
ing, or migrating. For this reason, they are compared to 
sociable people. 


NOTES 
And the Persian priests [habarin] - panny: A variant reading 
is haverim, i.e., people who band together to lord over others. 
Alternatively, it refers to business partners who come to hate 
each other due to their constant interactions (Rashash). 


suspected people of acting against his will. Furthermore, his 


blindness rendered him especially sensitive to dirt of any kind 


(Ben Yehoyada). 


Three love each other — m ny m pain aww: These three 
types love each other because they are humble and fearful. 


The opposite is true of arrogant and brazen people, who come 
to mutual revulsion. 


A leader who lords over the community for no cause - 5315 
mana varg mama: This is considered baseless arrogance, as 
his power is granted to him by his community, not the reverse 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 
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BACKGROUND 


Phylacteries on his head, and phylacteries on his arm — 
spina pam iwa pyan: One of the main differences 
between head phylacteries and arm phylacteries is the 
number of compartments used to hold the holy scrolls 
placed in the phylacteries. Head phylacteries have four 
separate compartments, while arm phylacteries have one. 


Head phylactery at an early stage of production. The four separate com- 
partments are clearly visible 


The single compartment of an arm phylactery at an early stage of production 


Astrologers — omha: This term literally means Chaldeans. 
The Chaldeans were a tribe of sorcerers in Babylonia. Most 
of their magic focused on predicting the future, typically 
by means of astrology. Consequently, the term Chaldean 
became synonymous with astrologer. 
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The Gemara continues: Canaan commanded his sons with 
regard to five matters that are apparently normal behavior 
for slaves: Love one another, love robbery, love promis- 
cuity, hate your masters, and do not speak the truth. 


Six matters are said with regard to a horse: It loves pro- 
miscuity, it loves war, its demeanor is arrogant, it de- 
spises sleep, it eats much, and it excretes little. And some 
say: Just as a horse always rushes straight into the heat of 
a battle, it also attempts to kill its master in war. 


Seven are ostracized by Heaven, despite the fact that they 
have not been ostracized in any court: A Jew who does not 
have a wife; and one who has a wife but has no sons; and 
one who has sons whom he does not raise to engage in 
Torah study; and one who does not have phylacteries on 
his head, and phylacteries on his arm,’ and ritual fringes 
on his garment, and a mezuza in his doorway; and one 
who withholds shoes from his feet. And some say: Also 
one who does not sit with a group that is partaking of a 
feast in celebration of a mitzva." 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Shmuel bar Marta 
said that Rav said, citing Rabbi Yosei of Hutzal: From 
where is it derived that one may not consult astrologers?™ 
As it is stated: “You shall be wholehearted with the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 18:13). The Torah demands ab- 
solute faith in God and acceptance of His justice, without 


attempting to predict the future. 


And from where is it derived concerning one who knows 
about another that he is greater than him, even in one 
matter, that he must treat him with respect? As it is stated: 
“Because a surpassing spirit was in him, the king thought 
to set him over the whole realm” (Daniel 6:4). This verse 
teaches that one who is in any way greater than another 
person is worthy of his respect. 


And it was also stated by Rabba bar bar Hana: With regard 
to a woman who was observing her days of ritually pure 
blood, and those days have ended, she is prohibited to 
engage in intimacy immediately, lest she see ritually impure 
blood. Any blood emitted by a woman within forty days 
after giving birth to a male child or eighty days after giving 
birth to a female child is ritually pure. After this period of 
time has passed, a woman should not have relations with her 
husband immediately. The Gemara asks: Until when is she 
prohibited to her husband? Rav said: She must wait a set 
interval of time for the ritual impurity of a nidda, i.e., either 
one day or one night. 


With regard to Rabbi Yosei of Hutzal, it was taught: The 
Yosef of Hutzal mentioned in other places in the Gemara is 
the same person as Yosef the Babylonian. Yosef is the full 
name of Yosei. Furthermore, he is also known as Isi ben Gur 
Arye, he is Isi ben Yehuda, he is Isi ben Gamliel, and he is 
Isi ben Mahalalel. And what is his real name? His real 
name is Isi ben Akavya. Similarly, the Sage Rabbi Yitzhak 
ben Tavla is also known as Rabbi Yitzhak ben Hakla, who 
is Rabbi Yitzhak ben Ela. These are two cases of one Sage 
with several names. 


One who does not sit with a group for a feast of a mitzva - 
myn nnyo p ivg: One who does not eat at the feast 
celebrating a circumcision is ostracized by Heaven, provided 
there are decent people in attendance (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


De'a 265:12, and in the comment of the Rema). 


Consult astrologers — Daha bei: Itis prohibited to consult 


HALAKHA 
astrologers. One who does so violates the Torah prohibition 
against witchcraft, as it is stated: “You shall be wholehearted 
with the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 18:13; see Vilna Gaon). 
Other authorities allow one to consult these people on behalf of 
a sick person. Based ona statement in the Zohar, the Maharshal 
and the Beit Yosef both prohibit consultations of this kind, even 
for a sick person (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 179:1). 
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The Rabbi Yitzhak ben Aha mentioned in a ruling of halakha is 
the same as the Rabbi Yitzhak ben Pinehas who appears in state- 
ments of aggada. And your mnemonic to remember the names is 
the standard phrase: Listen my brothers and friends [shimu ahai 
vere‘ai]. Shimu sounds like shema’ta, the term for halakha, while 
ahai is similar to the patronymic ben Aha. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said, citing Rabbi 
Yehuda, son of Rabbi Elai: Eat an onion [batzal] and sit in the 
shade [batzel], i.e., eat inexpensive food while sitting in a comfort- 
able place, but do not eat expensive geese and chickens, as your 
heart will pursue you, i.e, you will develop a taste for luxuries. 
Devote less to your food and your drink and spend more on your 
house, as one’s house is a better investment than food. 


When Ulla came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said that they 
say the following proverb in the west, Eretz Yisrael: One who eats 
a fat tail [alita] must hide in the attic [aliyata] from creditors who 
think he is wealthy. One who eats vegetables [kakulei] can lie 
down in the city’s garbage [kiklei] without fear of others, as he is 
not in debt. 


MI SHNA The tanna describes the beginning of the 


Passover seder. The attendants poured the 
wine of the first cup for the leader of the seder. Beit Shammai say: 
One recites the blessing over the sanctification of the day, i.e., the 
kiddush for the Festival: Who blesses Israel and the Festivals, and 
thereafter he recites the blessing over the wine: Who creates fruit 
of the vine. And Beit Hillel say: One recites the blessing over the 
wine and thereafter recites the blessing over the day." 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in the Tosefta: These are 


the matters of dispute between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to the halakhot of a meal. 
Beit Shammai say: When reciting kiddush over wine, one recites 
a blessing over the sanctification of the day and thereafter recites 
a blessing over the wine, because the day causes the wine to come 
before the meal. And Beit Shammai offer an additional reason. The 
day has already been sanctified and the wine has not yet come. 


And Beit Hillel say: One recites the blessing over the wine and 
thereafter recites a blessing over the day, because the wine causes 
kiddush" to be recited. Since one does not recite kiddush without 
wine or bread, clearly the wine is the primary feature of the ritual. 
Alternatively, the blessing over wine is recited frequently and the 
blessing over the day is not recited frequently, and there is a gen- 
eral principle: When a frequent practice and an infrequent prac- 
tice coincide, the frequent practice takes precedence over the in- 
frequent practice. The Tosefta concludes: And the halakha is in 
accordance with the statement of Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara asks: What is alternatively? Why did Beit Hillel cite 
an additional reason? The Gemara explains: And if you say that 
there Beit Shammai cite two reasons, and here Beit Hillel offer 
only one; therefore Beit Hillel said they are two reasons here too: 
When a frequent practice and an infrequent practice coincide, the 
frequent practice takes precedence over the infrequent practice. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: And the halakha is in accordance with 
the statement of Beit Hillel. The Gemara comments: It is obvious 
that this is so, as a Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed that 
the halakha is always in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 
Why was it necessary for the Tosefta to state that in this particular 
case the halakha is in accordance with their opinion? The Gemara 
answers: If you wish, say that this Tosefta was taught before the 
Divine Voice emerged and proclaimed that principle. 


HALAKHA 
The blessings over wine and the day - Din» n393: When 
reciting kiddush, the blessing over the wine precedes the 
blessing of the sanctification of the day (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 473:1, 271:10). 


NOTES = ——W¥—__—___ 
The wine causes kiddush — vrpp) Dya h: The Rid com- 
ments that the Torah obligation to sanctify the day is ful- 
filled in the evening prayers. According to his opinion, the 
recitation of kiddush during the meal does not fulfill a Torah 
obligation. Instead, it is a repetition mandated by rabbinical 
law, like havdala. 
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And if you wish, say instead that this statement was indeed 
issued after the Divine Voice emerged, and the Tosefta is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who said 
that one disregards a Divine Voice" when deciding halakha. 
Just as Rabbi Yehoshua disregarded the Divine Voice in his 
dispute with Rabbi Eliezer, so too, one disregards the Divine 
Voice that proclaimed that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. Therefore, it was necessary to state 
that the halakha is in fact in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel here. 


MI S H N A The attendants brought vegetables be- 


fore the leader of the seder prior to the 
meal, if there were no other vegetables on the table. He dips 
the hazeret into water or vinegar, to taste some food before 
he reaches the dessert of the bread," i.e., the bitter herbs, 
which were eaten after the matza. They brought before him 
matza and hazeret and haroset,’ and at least two cooked 
dishes in honor of the Festival. The tanna comments that this 
was the practice, although eating haroset is not a mitzva but 
merely a custom. Rabbi Eliezer ben Tzadok says: Actually, it 
is a mitzva to eat haroset. And in the period when the Temple 
stood and they offered the Paschal lamb, they brought before 
him the body of the Paschal lamb." 


NOTES 


One disregards a Divine Voice — bip naa prawn py: while others assert that it means the matza itself. Ac- 


Rabbi Yehoshua stated this principle in the context of a 
disagreement with Rabbi Eliezer in the case of the oven of 
akhnai (Bava Metzia 59b). In that incident, a Divine Voice 
proclaimed that the halakha is invariably in accordance 
with Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Yehoshua retorted that one dis- 
regards a Divine Voice when deciding the halakha. His 
declaration was based on the principle that the Torah 
is not in the heavens” (Deuteronomy 30:12). Not even a 
prophet is permitted to alter Torah law. The Sages of the 
time accepted Rabbi Yehoshua's opinion. 


n 


The dessert [parperet] of the bread - nat n879: There 
are various opinions with regard to the meaning of this 
term, which can mean an appetizer or a dessert. Some 
commentaries state that it refers to the hazeret (Rashi), 


The body of the Paschal lamb - nba by 4513: During 
Temple times, the food of the Passover seder was served 
on a very large platter that contained the bitter herbs, 


HALAKHA 


cording to one interpretation, the Mishna uses the term 
appetizer for the bread because matza is insufficiently 
substantial to be considered proper bread. Matza would 
usually be served as a snack after the meal (Ran, citing 
Ramban). Others contend that this phrase means to 
crumble or break the bread, as on Passover the bless- 
ings are recited over a broken matza (see Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura). 


Haroset — notin: The exact meaning of this term is not 
entirely clear. Some commentaries state that the haroset 
serves as a reminder of the clay used by the Jews to mold 
bricks in Egypt, and that it is called haroset because it is 
similar to the Hebrew word for clay [heres] (Tosefot Yom 
Tov). 


vegetables, matza, haroset, the meat of the Paschal lamb, 
and the meat of the Festival peace-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 8:1). 
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G E M ARA Reish Lakish said: That is to say that mitz- 


vot require intent." One who performs a 
mitzva must do so with the intent to fulfill his obligation. The proof 
ofthis from the mishna is that since one does not eat the lettuce at 
the time of his obligation to eat bitter herbs, he eats it after reciting 
only one blessing: Who creates fruit of the ground. And clearly 
the reason is that perhaps he did not intend to fulfill his obligation 
to eat bitter herbs, and therefore he needs to dip it again for the 
purpose of bitter herbs. For if it could enter your mind that mitz- 
vot do not require intent, why do you need two dippings? But he 
has already dipped the lettuce once. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: From where do you know 
that this is the case? Perhaps I can say that actually mitzvot do 
not require intent. And that which you said, why do I need two 
dippings,’ perhaps the reason is so that there should be a con- 
spicuous distinction for the children, which will cause them to 
inquire into the difference between this night and all others. 


And if you say: If so, let the tanna teach us this halakha with regard 
to other vegetables as well, as there is no obvious reason that lettuce 
is chosen for this distinction. In response, I would say that had the 
mishna taught us about other vegetables, I would have said that 
it is only where there are other vegetables that one requires two 
dippings, one for the other vegetables and one for the bitter herbs; 
however, if one has only hazeret, he does not require two dippings, 
as one dipping is sufficient. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that 
even if one has just hazeret he requires two dippings, so that there 
be a conspicuous distinction for the children. 


And furthermore, it was taught in a baraita: On Passover, if one 
ate vegetables of doubtfully tithed produce, i.e., he bought the 
vegetables from an am haaretz, he has fulfilled his obligation. Ifhe 
ate them without the intent of the mitzva, he has fulfilled his ob- 
ligation. If he ate them in halves, by eating half an olive-bulk of 
bitter herbs, pausing, and then eating an additional half an olive- 
bulk, he has fulfilled his obligation. 


And the Gemara adds: With regard to this last case, one who eats 
an olive-bulk in halves, that is the halakha, provided that he does 
not pause between eating the first half an olive-bulk and the other 
half an olive-bulk more than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread. If one takes longer than this amount of time, the two parts of 
bitter herbs cannot combine. This baraita indicates that even if one 
eats the bitter herbs without intention he has fulfilled his obligation, 
which presents a difficulty for Reish Lakish. 


The Gemara answers: The issue of whether or not mitzvot require 
intent is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yosei says: Although one has already dipped the hazeret 
once, it is a mitzva to bring before him hazeret and haroset, and 
two cooked dishes. Apparently, he lacked intention during his first 
consumption of lettuce, and therefore he must be given additional 
lettuce with which to fulfill his obligation. 


The Gemara asks: And still this is no conclusive proof, as from 
where do I know that Rabbi Yosei is of the opinion that mitzvot 
require intent? Perhaps Rabbi Yosei maintains that mitzvot do not 
require intent, and the reason that we require two dippings is so 
that there should be a conspicuous distinction for the children. 
The Gemara rejects this argument: If so, for what reason does Rab- 
bi Yosei use the term mitzva? There is no mitzva from the Torah to 
provide a distinction to stimulate the curiosity of the young ones. 
The mitzva is to eat bitter herbs, and evidently this individual must 
return and eat them again because he lacked intention the first time. 


NOTES 


Mitzvot require intent — maa nian mya: The debate as 


not focus on the meaning of the mitzva 


his obligation, provided he does not ac 


can be inferred from the Gemara that mi 
intent, it is nevertheless appropriate for 


hat the wealthy eat vegetables during 


o whether or not mitzvot must be performed with intent 
appears in several places in the Talmud. 
ies maintain that the issue is whether one must be aware 
hat he is fulfilling a mitzva, but it is obvious that he need 


Some commentar- 


Maharam Halawa). 


Others claim that even if one acts unawares, he still fulfills 


ively intend not to 


ulfill the mitzva (Meiri). Rav Hai Gaon writes that although it 


zvot do not require 
one to think about 


he mitzva with proper concentration and thereby enhance 
he performance of his duty. Several prayers have been 
composed to assist in proper concentration. 


Two dippings - obav 9: Several commentaries explain 


heir meals to whet 


heir appetites, while the poor eat vegetables before their 
meals to fill themselves on cheap food. 
wice, both before and during the meal, is designed to 


Eating vegetables 


arouse the curiosity of the children (Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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———————_ NOTES 
Beets and rice - KIN) xprn: Rav Huna advised eating these 
two foods rather than meat, to avoid giving the appearance of 
eating sacrificial meat outside the Temple. 


Since it came from Rav Huna’s mouth — mman paN Soin 
xT 277: This sort of behavior, a student's attempt to follow 
his teacher's instruction to the letter, is found elsewhere in 
he Gemara. Certain students acted in this manner even if the 
eacher had exaggerated or was clearly stating examples. A 
similar expression of loyalty is a student repeating his master's 
eaching verbatim. 


Two cooked foods — powan w: The commentaries explain 
hat the two cooked foods allude to Moses and Aaron. There is 
also a custom to add a third dish to symbolize Miriam, the third 
person who led the Jews out of Egypt. These foods also sym- 
bolize the meal the righteous will be served in the future. The 
standard custom is to fulfill this obligation with a shankbone and 
a hard-boiled egg. Some commentaries explain the connection 
between the egg and the redemption by means of the similarity 
between the Aramaic word for egg, beya, and the Aramaic word 
or desire, baya, as in the phrase: The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
wanted [ba'a] to redeem us with an outstretched arm. 


HALAKHA 


Two cooked foods — powan 1: It is the common practice to 
use a hard-boiled egg and a roasted shankbone with meat as 
the two foods mentioned in the mishna. The custom is to eat 
the egg during the meal but not the meat (7az; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 473:4). 


Perek X 
Daf115 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with Rav Hisda - =n xnaba 
stn 277: If the only vegetables one has at the seder are the 
bitter herbs, he recites two blessings when he dips the bitter 
herbs the first time: Who creates fruit of the ground, and: Com- 
manded us over eating bitter herbs. For the second dipping, he 
dips the bitter herbs in the haroset and eats them without recit- 
ing a blessing. Nevertheless, it is proper to use a different kind 
of vegetable, called karpas, for the first dipping, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Aha, son of Rava. Karpas is generally 
performed with a type of celery; however, some people use a 
potato or an onion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:2). 
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The Gemara asks: What are these two cooked foods men- 
tioned in the mishna? Rav Huna said: Beets and rice." The 
Gemara relates that Rava would seek beets and rice for his 
meal on Passover night, since this ruling came from Rav Hu- 
na’s mouth." Although Rava realized that Rav Huna was mere- 
ly citing examples and did not mean that one must eat those 
specific foods, he wanted to fulfill the statement of his teacher 
precisely. 


Rav Ashi said: Learn incidentally another halakha from this 
statement of Rav Huna, that there is no one who is concerned 
about that statement of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri. As it was 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: Rice is a 
type of grain in all regards; and one is liable to receive karet 
for eating it in its leavened state on Passover; and one fulfills 
his obligation with it on Passover, if it was properly baked 
into matza. It can be inferred from Rav Huna’s suggestion to 
use cooked rice, that rice cannot become leavened. 


Hizkiya said: The two cooked foods can even be fish and the 
egg that that was fried on it. Rav Yosef said: One requires two 
types of meat on Passover night, one in remembrance of the 
Paschal lamb and the other one in remembrance of the Fes- 
tival peace-offering, which was also eaten on Passover night. 
Ravina said: For the two cooked foods™" one may use even 
the meat on the bone and the gravy in which it was cooked. 


With regard to the halakha of eating vegetables, the Gemara 
clarifies: It is obvious that where there are other vegetables 
available besides bitter herbs, at the first dipping one recites 
over the other vegetables the blessing: Who creates fruit of 
the ground, and eats, with the intention of including in this 
blessing the bitter herbs he will eat later. And then, at the 
second dipping, he recites the blessing: Commanded us over 
eating bitter herbs, on the lettuce and eats it. 


However, what is the halakha where there is only lettuce 
available? When should one recite each blessing? Rav Huna 
said: One initially recites the blessing: Who creates fruit of 
the ground, over the bitter herbs, i.e., the lettuce, and eats 
them. And ultimately, after the matza, one recites the bless- 
ing: Commanded us over eating bitter herbs, over the lettuce 
and eats it. 


Rav Hisda strongly objects to this opinion: Do you think that 
after one fills his belly with lettuce, he then recites another 
blessing over it? Rather, Rav Hisda said: Initially one recites 
two blessings over the lettuce: Who creates fruit of the 
ground, and: Commanded us over eating bitter herbs, and 
he eats it; and later in the seder he eats lettuce without a 
blessing. 


The Gemara comments: In Syria, they act in accordance with 

the opinion of Rav Huna. And Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Ye- 
hoshua, acted in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda. 
The Gemara summarizes: And the halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rav Hisda." The Gemara relates that Rav 
Aha, son of Rava, would seek other vegetables for Passover 
to preclude himself from taking sides in the dispute. He first 
recited only the blessing: Who creates fruit of the ground, and 

later added the blessing: Commanded us over eating bitter 
herbs, thereby satisfying all opinions. 
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Ravina said: Rav Mesharshiya, son of Rav Natan, said to me 
that Hillel said as follows, citing tradition:" A person should 
not wrap matza and bitter herbs together and eat them. He 
ruled in this manner because he maintains that today, after the 
destruction of the Temple, the obligation to eat matza applies 
by Torah law, and the obligation to eat bitter herbs without 
the Paschal lamb applies by rabbinic law. And if one were to 
wrap them together, the bitter herbs, whose obligation applies 
by rabbinic law, would come and nullify the matza, whose 
obligation applies by Torah law. 


And even according to the one who says that mitzvot do 

not nullify each other," that principle applies only to a mixture 

of one food whose obligation applies by Torah law with an- 
other food whose obligation applies by Torah law, or to a mix- 
ture ofone food whose obligation applies by rabbinic law with 

another food whose obligation applies by rabbinic law. How- 
ever, in a case ofa mixture of one food whose obligation applies 

by Torah law with another food whose obligation applies by 
rabbinic law, the food whose obligation applies by rabbinic 

law comes and nullifies the food whose obligation applies by 
Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna that you heard say that 
mitzvot do not nullify each other? It is Hillel,’ as it was 
taughtin a baraita: They said about Hillel that he would wrap 
matza and bitter herbs together" and eat them, as it is stated: 

“They shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs” (Numbers 
9:11), which indicates that these two foods should be consumed 
together. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Hillel's colleagues disagree with him, as 

it was taught in another baraita: I might have thought that one 

should wrap matzot and bitter herbs together and eat them in 

the manner that Hillel eats them; therefore the verse states: 

“They shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs,’ meaning that 
one may eat even this, the matza, by itself," and that, the bitter 
herbs, by themselves. Rav Ashi strongly objects to this proof: 
If so, if the Sages disagree with Hillel and maintain that mitz- 
vot nullify each other, what is the meaning of the word even in 

this baraita? This wording indicates that Hillel’s opinion is not 

rejected entirely, but that one fulfills his obligation even if he 

eats the items without combining them. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: This is what this tanna is teaching: I 

might have thought that one fulfills his obligation with them 

only if he wraps matzot and bitter herbs together and eats 

them in the manner that Hillel eats them. Therefore, the 

verse states: “They shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs,” 
i.e, one fulfills his obligation even if he eats the matza by itself 
and the bitter herbs by themselves. 


NOTES 


Citing tradition — x337 Awa: This phrase indicates that 
the speaker is citing a ‘tradition transmitted from teacher to 
student. 


Mitzvot do not nullify each other — it ny tt nibvan px iwi: 
Some commentaries maintain that this is the regular concept 
of nullification that appears with regard to other halakhot 


of foods. Since the bitter herbs are a different type of food, 


they would normally be nullified when combined with the 
greater amount of matza. However, as the bitter herbs have 
a detectable, strong taste, they are not nullified. The Ramban 
contends that in this context the issue is not connected to the 
regular halakhot of nullification at all. Instead, the Gemara is 
referring to the rabbinic requirement that all mitzvot must be 


performed by themselves, i.e., separately from other mitzvot. 


As the requirement to eat bitter herbs is rabbinic, the bitter 
herbs nullify the matza, which is a Torah obligation. Others 
claim that all mitzvot are considered in the same category of 
God's commandments, and therefore they do not nullify one 
another (Hatam Sofer). 


Even this by itself — ayy yea m +x: The verse cited in proof 
of the opinion of the Rabbis can be explained in two differ- 
ent ways. Some commentaries explain that the phrase: They 
shall eat it, serves to emphasize that each item must be eaten 
separately (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Rashbam). Other authorities 
write that the literal meaning of the expression: With matzot, 
which is: On matzot, indicates that the two foods are not eaten 
with each other (Rav Shmuel Strashun, citing the Ramban). 


PERSONALITIES 

Hillel —bom:The Hillel mentioned here is not Hillel the Elder, the 
colleague of Shammai, who was the head of the Sanhedrin. Hil- 
lel the Elder lived while the Temple was still standing and would 
therefore have wrapped his matza and bitter herbs together 
with a piece of the Paschal lamb. Rather, this is apparently a 
different Hillel, a late Nasi in Eretz Yisrael and a descendent of 
Hillel the Elder. This Hillel established the Hebrew calendar that 
remains in use to this day (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


HALAKHA 

Wrapping matza and bitter herbs — 11va17¥72 N23: After one 
has recited the blessing and eaten an olive-bulk of matza, and 
recited the blessing over bitter herbs and eaten an olive-bulk 
of bitter herbs, he takes the third matza and prepares a sand- 
wich together with the bitter herbs, which is eaten without a 
blessing. One reclines and recites the phrase: In remembrance 
of the Temple, in the manner of Hillel (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 475:1). 


JPA pD: PEREK X-115A 269 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


In remembrance of the Temple in the manner of Hillel - 33t 
Yom wapad: According to the opinion that foods that must be 
eaten by rabbinic law nullify other foods whose consumption is 
required by Torah law, it was permitted to wrap matza and the 
bitter herbs together only during the era of the Temple, when 
eating bitter herbs was also a Torah obligation. However, after 
the destruction of the Temple, this is no longer an option. Con- 
sequently, matza and bitter herbs are eaten together solely in 
remembrance of how the mitzva was performed in the time of 
the Temple (Arukh). 


HALAKHA =———————————_- 
Anything that is dipped in a liquid - 7pwaa aaow Yə: If one 
eats foods that are usually dipped in one of seven liquids that 
transfer ritual impurity, i.e., wine, honey, oil, milk, dew, blood, and 
water, he must first wash his hands if the food is still wet. This 
washing is performed even if this person does not touch the food 
where it is wet. No blessing is recited upon this washing. This ha- 
lakha is not commonly observed, for people rely on the opinion 
of the early commentaries that it is unnecessary, as Jews are no 
longer particular with regard to ritual purity and impurity (Magen 
Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 158:4). On the seder night, 
one washes his hands before dipping the karpas, but he does not 
recite a blessing after this washing. Even one who does not usually 
wash before eating wet foods should do so on this occasion to 
arouse the curiosity of the children (Hok Ya'akov; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 473:6). 


Perek X 
Daf 115 Amud b 


NOTES 
Due to poison [kappa] - xSP Own: Tosafot explain that kappa 
is a type of worm that dies when the bitter herbs are dipped in 
haroset. Other commentaries state that the kappa is born after the 
ettuce has been picked, and therefore it may be eaten. Since it is 
dangerous only when alive, once it dies in the haroset there is no 
onger any problem (Mikhtam). 


Authorized — matte: Rabbana is a title of the family of the Exi- 
arch, similar to Rabban, which was used for the head of the San- 
hedrin in Eretz Yisrael. As these men were not necessarily great 
Torah scholars, they required permission from a Sage to deliver 
a public lecture (Rav Tzemah Gaon). Others state that the Sage 
would teach these men his sermon, which they would repeat to 
he community (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Washing hands for the second dipping - 31” daar oy nb: 
The early commentaries are puzzled by this passage, as the second 
washing is not performed for the dipping but rather for eating 
matza. One explanation is that eating matza is also referred to 
as dipping, as during the talmudic period it was customary to 
dip all foods. Indeed, the Rambam maintains that matza should 
also be dipped in haroset (Mikhtam). Some commentaries state 
that one need not wash his hands for matza, which is dry. As 
his hands have already been washed once, there is no concern 
that they will impart ritual impurity. However, one must wash his 
hands for the second dipping, which involves liquid (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; Merri). 


HALAKHA 
Dipping the bitter herbs in the haroset - npinna viva nya: 
The bitter herbs are dipped in haroset to neutralize the poison 
they contain. In most places, the custom is to dip only a part of 
the herb (Peri Hadash). In any case, one should not leave the bitter 
herbs in the haroset long enough to weaken its bitterness (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:1). 


Washing hands for the first and second time - miwx oT nh 
mwa: The hands are washed without a blessing for the vegetables 
[karpas]. Later, one washes his hands again and recites a blessing 
before eating matza (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:1). 
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The Gemara comments: Now that the halakha was stated 
neither in accordance with the opinion of Hillel nor in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, one recites the blessing: 
Commanded us over eating matza, and eats matza to fulfill his 
obligation. And then he recites the blessing: Commanded us 
over eating bitter herbs, and eats the lettuce as bitter herbs. 
And then he eats matza and lettuce together without a bless- 
ing in remembrance of the Temple, in the manner of Hillel" 
in the days of the Temple, who ate matza and bitter herbs 
together with the Paschal lamb. 


Rabbi Elazar said that Rav Oshaya said: Anything that is 

dipped in a liquid" before it is eaten requires the ritual of wash- 
ing of the hands. The obligation to wash one’s hands was insti- 
tuted to preserve ritual purity and to prevent people from caus- 
ing teruma food to contract ritual impurity. Hands are generally 
considered impure to the second degree of ritual impurity, and 

they confer impurity upon any liquid with which they come in 

contact. Liquids that become ritually impure are automatically 
impure to the first degree and will therefore transfer ritual im- 
purity to any food that is dipped in them. Rav Pappa said: Learn 

from this halakha, which requires the washing of hands, that for 
this lettuce on Passover, 


one must submerge it in the haroset, due to the bitterness and 

poison’ in the lettuce. For if it could enter your mind that one 

need not thoroughly submerge the lettuce in haroset, why do I 

need him to wash hands before eating bitter herbs? He did not 

touch the liquid with his hands, and therefore he did not render 

it ritually impure. The Gemara rejects this contention: Actually, 
I will say to you: According to the halakha, one need not sub- 
merge the lettuce in haroset and the poison dies. The poison is 

nullified from the smell of the haroset. The Gemara asks: But in 

that case, why do I need the washing of hands before dipping? 

The Gemara answers: Perhaps one will submerge the lettuce, 
and it is therefore necessary to wash one’s hands to avoid the 

possible transfer of ritual impurity. 


And Rav Pappa said: A person should not leave bitter herbs 
in the haroset" for a lengthy period of time, lest the sweetness 
of the spices in the haroset nullify its bitterness. And the bitter 
herbs require a bitter taste, and they are not bitter when mari- 
nated in haroset. The Gemara reports: Rav Hisda authorized" 
Rabbana Ukva to deliver a lecture, and he taught: If one washed 
his hands for the first dipping, he should wash his hands again 
for the second dipping." 


The Sages said this halakha before Rav Pappa and added: This 

halakha was stated generally, i.e., concerning one who dips food 

twice anytime, not with regard to Passover night. For ifit could 

enter your mind that this was stated here, concerning Passover, 
why do I need washing of the hands twice? This person has 

already washed his hands once. As he knows he will dip again, 
he will be careful to preserve his hands in a state of ritual impu- 
rity and consequently there is therefore no need for him to wash 

his hands a second time. This is not the case with regard to dip- 
ping throughout the rest of the year, when one does not know 
at the start that he will dip again. 
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Rav Pappa said to them: On the contrary, this halakha was 
stated specifically here, with regard to Passover night. For if it 
could enter your mind that it was stated in general, why do I 
need two dippings? A person usually dips only once, either at the 
beginning or in the middle of his meal. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what will you say; this halakha was 
stated specifically here, with regard to Passover night? If so, why 
do I need two washings of the hands? He has already washed his 
hands once. They say in response: Since he needs to recite the 
Haggadah and hallelin between the two dippings, perhaps he will 
divert his thoughts and his hands will touch a ritually impure 
object. 


Rava said: If one swallowed matza" without chewing it, he has 
fulfilled the obligation to eat matza, as he has consumed it. How- 
ever, if one swallowed bitter herbs without chewing them, he has 
not fulfilled his obligation, as he did not taste their bitterness. 
Furthermore, if one swallowed matza and bitter herbs" together, 
he has fulfilled the obligation of eating matza, but he has not 
fulfilled the obligation of eating bitter herbs. If one wrapped 
matza and bitter herbs in a palm net,’ the thin interlacing of vines 
that sprouts around a palm tree, and swallowed them, he has not 
fulfilled his obligation even of eating matza. When matza and 
bitter herbs are consumed in this fashion, the matza does not touch 
one’s mouth. This is not considered eating. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: Matza must be placed before each and 
every participant at the seder. Each participant in a seder would 
recline on a couch at his own personal table. Likewise, bitter herbs 
must be placed before each and every participant, and haroset 
must be placed before each and every participant." And during the 
seder, before the meal, one may remove the table“ only from 
before the one reciting the Haggadah. The other tables, which 
correspond to the seder plates used nowadays, are left in their place. 


Rav Huna says: All of the aforementioned foods, i.e., matza, bitter 
herbs, and haroset, must also be placed only before the one who 
recites the Haggadah. When the time comes to eat these items, all 
the other participants receive a portion from him. The Gemara 
comments: And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Huna. 


The Gemara asks: Why does one remove the table? The school of 
Rabbi Yannai say: So that the children will notice that something 
is unusual and they will ask: Why is this night different from all 
other nights? The Gemara relates: Abaye was sitting before Rabba 
when he was still a child. He saw that they were removing the 
table from before him, and he said to those removing it: We have 
not yet eaten, and you are taking the table away from us? Rabba 
said to him: You have exempted us from reciting the questions 
of: Why is this night different [ma nishtana]," as you have already 
asked what is special about the seder night. 


HALAKHA 


Swallowed matza and bitter herbs - 1a 7¥12 yha: One who 
swallows matza without chewing it fulfills the obligation to eat 
matza. However, if he swallows the bitter herbs without chew- 
ing them, he does not fulfill the mitzva of the bitter herbs, as 
one must taste their bitterness. If he swallows matza and bitter 
herbs together, he fulfills his obligation to eat matza but not the 
obligation to eat bitter herbs. If he wraps matza and bitter herbs 
in something else and swallows them, he does not fulfill even 
the obligation to eat matza, as this is not the normal manner 
of eating (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:3). 


The arrangement of the seder plate - 119 bw MP Wp: The 
seder plate is brought before the leader of the seder. There is 
no need to place a similar plate before all of those attending 
the seder (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:4). 


Remove the table - mywn Dx Dpiy: After the recitation 


of the passage beginning: This poor bread [ha lahma anya], 
which opens the maggid section of the Haggadah, the matzot 
is removed from the table or placed at its edge, as though the 
meal has been completed (Rashbam). Today the practice is 
not to remove the matzot, as the children already know that 
they are not there to be eaten at this time (Magen Avraham). 
Nevertheless, it is a custom to cover the matzot (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 473:6). 


Why is it different [ma nishtana] - namga ma: After pouring the 
second cup of wine, the four questions are recited. Even if one 
conducts the seder alone, he must ask and answer the ques- 
tions. If one’s wife or son asks the questions, there is no need to 
recite them again, and one begins the passage: We were slaves 
[avadim hayyinu] (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:7, and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 

Swallowed matza - n¥1 yba: The difference between 

matza and bitter herbs in this regard is a function of the dif- 
ferent definitions of eating in each case. When consuming 

matza, it is enough if it passes through one’s mouth and is 

swallowed, as the Torah does not command us to taste the 
matza, but merely to eat it. By contrast, the bitter herbs must 
be tasted, so that one will recall the bitterness of enslave- 
ment. See, however, the Me’iri, who maintains that it is a 

mitzva by rabbinic law to taste the matza as well. 


Removal of the table - nw nyy: In certain places where 
it was impossible to lift the entire table, the custom was to 
lift only the seder plate onto one's shoulders in memory of 
the exodus from Egypt (Meiiri). 


BACKGROUND 
Net - 2p: The trunk of a palm tree is surrounded by a small 
net of fibers. During the talmudic era, these fibers were 
woven into baskets or used for wrapping various objects. 


tunk of a palm tree and the net growing around it 


Remove the table — now Dx piy: In ancient Rome, 
people dined at individual tables, which were removed as 
he food was consumed. On Passover night the tables were 
removed earlier, before the food was eaten, to spur children’s 
curiosity. As dining tables became larger this custom was 
preserved in the raising of the seder plate. 


Triclinium with table 
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Bread of affliction - »1y ond: There are two contrasting reasons 
for the mitzva of matza. On the one hand, matza is the bread of 
affliction, as slaves do not have enough time to bake their bread 
properly. On the other hand, matza is reminiscent of the miraculous 


NOTES 


exodus from Egypt (Hatam Sofer). 


Manner...to eat a piece — 1183 i371: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that a poor person who is forced to beg for food is generally 
given pieces of bread (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 
Other authorities explain that a servant who eats at his master’s 
table receives only morsels of food (Hatam Sofer). 


Perek X 


Daf116 Amuda 


Leeks — 193: The leek, Allium porrum, is an edible vegetable that is 
botanically similar to garlic and onions. Its leaves are flat and grow in 
a cluster. Nowadays, the leaves are generally eaten cooked and are 
used to flavor soup or meat, but they are still eaten raw in Asia. Ac- 
cording to some opinions, the hatzir desired by those who left Egypt 
(see Numbers 11:5) is a leek commonly grown in ancient Egypt. 


Leek 


BACKGROUND 


Poison — xap: Some commentaries maintain that in this context 
the word poison is referring to the evil spirit that rested on one's 
hands after eating these herbs, unless they were first dipped in 


NOTES 


haroset (Nimmukei Yosef). 
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Shmuel said that the phrase: “The bread of affliction [lehem 
oni]” (Deuteronomy 16:3)" means bread over which one an- 
swers [onim] matters, i.e., one recites the Haggadah over 
matza. That was also taught in a baraita: Lehem oni is bread 
over which one answers many matters. Alternatively, in the 
verse, “lehem oni” is actually written without a vav, which 
means a poor person. Just as it is the manner ofa poor person 
to eat a piece’ of bread, for lack of a whole loaf, 


so too, here he should use a piece" of matza. Alternatively: 
Just as the manner of a poor person is that he heats the oven 
and his wife bakes quickly, before the small amount of wood 
they have is used up, so too here; when baking matza, he heats 
the oven and his wife bakes" quickly so the dough doesn't rise. 
This is why matza is called the poor man’s bread. 


The mishna states that they bring the haroset to the leader of the 
seder, although eating haroset is not a mitzva. The Gemara 
asks: And if it is not a mitzva, for what reason does one bring 
it to the seder? Rabbi Ami said: It is brought due to the poison 
in the bitter herbs, which is neutralized by the haroset. In this 
regard, Rav Asi said: The remedy for one who ate the poison 
in lettuce is to eat a radish. The remedy for the poison in a 
radish is leeks. The remedy for the poison in leeks’ is hot 
water. A remedy for the poison in all vegetables is hot water. 
The Gemara comments: In the meantime, while one is waiting 
for someone to bring him the remedy, let him say the following 
incantation: Poison,’ poison, I remember you, and your 
seven daughters, and your eight daughters-in-law. 


The mishna states: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says 
that eating haroset" is a mitzva. The Gemara asks: What is 
the nature of this mitzva? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Levi 
says: It is in remembrance of the apple, as apple is one of the 
ingredients in haroset. The verse states: “Who is this who comes 
up from the wilderness, reclining upon her beloved? Under 
the apple tree I awakened you” (Song of Songs 8:5), which is 
an allusion to the Jewish people leaving Egypt. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: The haroset is in remembrance of the mortar 
used by the Jews for their slave labor in Egypt. Abaye said: 
Therefore, to fulfill both opinions, one must prepare it tart 
and one must prepare it thick. One must prepare it tart in re- 
membrance of the apple, and one must prepare it thick in 
remembrance of the mortar. 


HALAKHA 


So too here a piece - 751193 jxB4X: The accepted custom household to bake the matza for the mitzva (Shulhan Arukh, 
is to use three matzot for the seder. The middle matza is Orah Hayyim 460:2). 


broken into two during the seder, with the larger piece set 
aside for the afikoman. When the time to eat the matza ar- 
rives, one takes a piece from the top, whole matza, together 
with a piece from the middle, broken matza, which symbol- 
ized affliction, for the blessing over bread. This practice is in 
accordance with the opinions of Rashi and the Rashbam 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:6, 475:1). 


Haroset — npiNN: It is a mitzva to eat haroset in commemo- 
ration of the apples and the mortar. The custom is to prepare 
it thick like clay and to add spicy herbs. The Sephardic cus- 
tom is to prepare haroset from the fruits used to describe 
the Jewish people in the Prophets and in Song of Songs, e.g., 
figs, apples, and dates. Another custom is to add spices such 
as cinnamon and ginger in memory of the hay, or vinegar 


He heats the oven and his wife bakes - 71x inwy) pon: or red wine in memory of the blood (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
It can be inferred from here that it is preferable for each Hayyim 473:5, and in the comment of the Rema). 
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It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan: ‘The spices used in the haroset are in remem- 
brance of the hay that our forefathers used for building in 
Egypt, and the haroset itself is in remembrance of the mortar. 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said: When selling haroset, 
the small shopkeepers" in Jerusalem would say as follows: 
Come and take spices for yourselves for the mitzva. 


MI S H N A The attendants poured the second cup 

for the leader of the seder, and here 
the son asks" his father the questions about the differences 
between Passover night and a regular night. And if the son 


does not have the intelligence to ask questions on his own, his 
father teaches him the questions. 


The mishna lists the questions: Why is this night different 
from all other nights? As on all other nights we eat leavened 
bread and matza as preferred; on this night all our bread is 
matza. As on all other nights we eat other vegetables; on this 
night we eat bitter herbs. The mishna continues its list of the 
questions. When the Temple was standing one would ask: As 
on all other nights we eat either roasted, stewed, or cooked 
meat, but on this night all the meat is the roasted" meat of the 
Paschal lamb. The final question was asked even after the de- 
struction of the Temple: As on all other nights we dip the 
vegetables in a liquid during the meal only once; however, on 
this night we dip twice. 


And according to the intelligence and the ability of the son," 
his father teaches him all or part of these questions. When 
teaching his son about the Exodus, he begins with the Jewish 
people’s disgrace and concludes with their glory." And he 
expounds from the passage: “An Aramean tried to destroy my 
father” (Deuteronomy 26:5), the declaration one recites when 
presenting his first fruits at the Temple, until he concludes 
explaining the entire section. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: Ifhis son is wise and 


knows how to inquire, his son asks 
him. And if he is not wise, his wife asks him. And if even his 
wife is not capable of asking or ifhe has no wife, he asks himself. 
And even if two Torah scholars who know the halakhot of 
Passover are sitting together and there is no one else present to 
pose the questions, they ask each other." 


The mishna states that one of the questions is: Why is this night 
different from all other nights? As on all other nights we dip 
once; however, on this night we dip twice. Rava strongly 
objects to this statement of the mishna: Is that to say that on 
every other day there is no alternative but to dip once? Is 
there an obligation to dip at all on other days, as indicated by 
the wording of the mishna? Rather, Rava said that this is what 
the mishna is teaching: As on all other nights we are not 
obligated to dip even once; however, on this night we are 
obligated to dip twice. 


Small shopkeepers [tagarei harakh] - 


‘JN aA: Due to the 


HALAKHA = —____- 
The obligation to ask questions — nibxwa sym: One must ask 
the four questions at the seder. If a child is present who knows 
how to ask them, he should do so. If not, the wife asks the four 
questions. If one is alone, he asks himself. Even Torah scholars 
must ask each other the four questions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 473:7). 


NOTES 
may be confused when he sees everyone dipping vegetables 


large number of people in the streets of Jerusalem, store own- 
ers were unable to display their goods outside their stores. 
Therefore, they had to announce their wares to potential cus- 
tomers (Mikhtam; Me'iri, citing the geonim). Some versions 
of the Gemara read tagarei hadak, merchants who sell finely 
ground spices (Merri). 


And here the son asks - byi ya 13): When the second cup 
of wine is brought to the table, the young son will think that 
they are about to recite Grace After Meals. He therefore asks: 
Why are we reciting Grace after Meals before we have even 
eaten? (Nimmukei Yosef). Alternatively, the child might wonder 
why a second cup of wine is poured before the meal, or he 


instead of the usual practice of breaking bread immediately 
after reciting kiddush (Tosefot Rid). 


This night all is roasted - by bia mI nyy: This question is 
problematic, as one is allowed to eat cooked meat at the seder 
meal. However, it was previously stated that only two cooked 
dishes are brought to the head of the household before the 
meal, and therefore the child asks why he sees only roasted 
meat at this stage of the proceedings. The child will not ask 


about the four cups at this point because they are not all pres- 


ent in front of him (Rashash). 


According to the intelligence of the son - ja by iny 9b: 


In other words, the father adapts his teaching of the redemp- 
tion to the child's level of intelligence (See Beirakh Moshe and 
Hagahot Maharsham). 


He begins with disgrace and concludes with glory -Ynn 
nawa DDI M233: Several commentaries explain that the 
purpose of this narration is to present God's great love in rais- 
ing us from a state of severe degradation. After mentioning 
the wonders of the Creator, it naturally follows that we offer 
Him praise (Rid). Other authorities claim that the reason for 
this order is to capture the child's attention (Maharsha). A third 
approach is that a person is truly happy only when he remem- 
bers what he once lacked and the sorrow that preceded his 
joy (Zahav Seiva). 
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NOTES 
What is with disgrace — maa "xia: According to Shm- 
uel's opinion, this disgrace is the slavery in Egypt. High- 
lighting the slavery also highlights God's love and salva- 
tion. Rav identifies the disgrace as practice of idolatry 
by the ancestors of the Jews. This must be mentioned, 
because the fact that God took the Jewish people out 
of Egypt despite their idolatrous origins serves to praise 
Him the more (Gevurot Hashem). 


You have exempted us from reciting - aba paws: 
Children are encouraged to ask questions so that one 
can relate the story of the Exodus to them in the best 
possible manner. When Rabbi Nahman’s slave told him 
what a slave would do if he were set free, Rabbi Nahman 
explained to the other participants in the seder that the 
entire Jewish people was in the same position. For this 
reason, there was no longer any need to ask: Why is this 
night different from all other nights (HaBoneh). 


HALAKHA 
He began to recite we were slaves — Day 12%) MND 
sy: Once the leader of the seder has been asked: Why 
is this night different, etc., he need not go back and ask 
the questions himself. Rather, he continues from the 
section beginning with: We were slaves (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 473:7, and in the comment of the Rema). 


Perek X 
Daf116 Amud b 


NOTES 


These three matters - by Dat aww: If one does not 
mention the Paschal lamb, the matza, or the bitter herbs, 
or if one neglects to explain the reason for them (Josefot 
Yom Tov) and recite the appropriate verse for each one 
(Nimmukei Yosef), he has not fulfilled his obligation. 


Has not fulfilled his obligation — ingin > xx? x: The 
Tosefot Yom Tov explains that this does not mean that he 
has not fulfilled his obligation at all. Rather, he has not 
fulfilled it in the best possible manner. 


Matza because they were redeemed - oi by nya 
yaw: The commentaries ask: How could this be the 
reason for eating matza, as God commanded the people 
to eat matza even before the nation left Egypt? One 
answer is that the prohibition against eating leavened 
bread initially applied only to the first day of the Pass- 
over in Egypt, but during the rest of the Festival that 
year the Jews were permitted to eat leavened bread. 
However, as their bread had no time to rise when they 
left Egypt, matza is consumed during the entire holiday 
in subsequent years in commemoration of that event 
(Maharam Halawa). 
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Rav Safra strongly objects to this explanation: Is it obligatory 
for the children? As previously mentioned, the reason one dips 
twice is to encourage the children to ask questions. How can this 
be called an obligation? Rather, Rav Safra said that this is what 
the mishna is teaching: We do not normally dip even once; 
however, on this night we dip twice. This wording is preferable, 
as it indicates the performance of an optional act. 


It was taught in the mishna that the father begins his answer with 
disgrace and concludes with glory. The Gemara asks: What is 
the meaning of the term: With disgrace?’ Rav said that one 
should begin by saying: At first our forefathers were idol wor- 
shippers, before concluding with words of glory. And Shmuel 
said: The disgrace with which one should begin his answer is: We 
were slaves. 


Rav Nahman said to his servant, Daru: With regard to a slave 
who is freed by his master, who gives him gold and silver, what 
should the slave say to him? Daru said to him: He must thank 
and praise his master. He said to him: If so, you have exempted 
us from reciting" the questions of: Why is this night different, 
as you have stated the essence of the seder night. Rav Nahman 
immediately began to recite: We were slaves." 


MI S H N A Rabban Gamliel would say: Anyone who 


did not say 


these three matters™" on Passover has not fulfilled his obliga- 
tion:" The Paschal lamb, matza, and bitter herbs. When one 
mentions these matters, he must elaborate and explain them: The 
Paschal lamb is brought because the Omnipresent passed over 
[pasah] the houses of our forefathers in Egypt, as it is stated: 


“That you shall say: It is the sacrifice of the Lord’s Paschal offer- 


ing for He passed over the houses of the children of Israel in 
Egypt, when he smote the Egyptians, and delivered our houses” 
(Exodus 12:27). 


Rabban Gamliel continues to explain: The reason for matza is 
because our forefathers were redeemed" from Egypt, as it is 
stated: “And they baked the dough that they took out of Egypt 
as cakes of matzot, for it was not leavened, as they were thrust out 
of Egypt and could not tarry, neither had they prepared for them- 
selves any victual” (Exodus 12:39). The reason for bitter herbs 
is because the Egyptians embittered our forefathers’ lives in 
Egypt, as it is stated: “And they embittered their lives with 
hard service, in mortar and in brick; in all manner of service in the 
field, all the service that they made them serve was with rigor” 
(Exodus 1:14). 


The tanna of the mishna further states: In each and every gen- 
eration a person must view himself" as though he personally 
left Egypt, as it is stated: “And you shall tell your son on that 
day, saying: It is because of this which the Lord did for me 
when I came forth out of Egypt” (Exodus 13:8). In every genera- 
tion, each person must say: “This which the Lord did for me,’ and 
not: This which the Lord did for my forefathers. 


Anyone who does not say these three matters — xy ba 
by p37 nwo ‘vax: One who does not mention the three 
matters of the Paschal lamb, matza, and bitter herbs on Passover 
has not fulfilled his obligation of reciting the Haggadah. The 
text of the Haggadah cites this Gemara verbatim (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 7:5). 


HALAKHA 


A person must view himself, etc. — inyy ny mind DIK 29M 
^3): In every generation, one must view himself as though 
he personally just left Egypt, as it is written: “And you shall 
remember that you were a slave” (Deuteronomy 5:15; see 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 7:6). 
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The mishna continues with the text of the Haggadah. Therefore 
we are obligated to thank, praise, glorify, extol, exalt, honor, 
bless, revere, and laud [lekales]' the One who performed for 
our forefathers and for us all these miracles: He took us out 
from slavery to freedom, from sorrow to joy, from mourning 
to a Festival, from darkness to a great light, and from enslave- 
ment to redemption. And we will say before Him: Halleluya. 
At this point one recites the hallel that is said on all joyous days." 


Since one does not complete hallel at this point in the seder, the 

mishna asks: Until where does one recite" hallel? Beit Sham- 
mai say: Until “Who makes the barren woman dwell in her 
house as ajoyful mother of children, halleluya” (Psalms 113:9). 
And Beit Hillel say: Until “Who turned the rock into a pool of 
water, the flint into a fountain of waters” (Psalms 114:8)." And 

one concludes this section of hallel with a blessing that refers 

to redemption. Rabbi Tarfon says that although one should 

recite: Who redeemed us and redeemed our forefathers from 

Egypt, one who did so would not conclude with the formula: 

Blessed are You, Lord. 


Rabbi Akiva says that one recites a different version of this 

blessing: So too, the Lord our God and the God of our fore- 
fathers will bring us to future holidays and Festivals in peace, 
happy over the building of Your city and joyous in Your ser- 
vice. And there we will eat from the Paschal lamb and other 

offerings, etc., until: Blessed are You, Lord, Who redeemed 

Israel. 


@ E M ARA Rava said: When mentioning the exo- 


dus from Egypt one must say: And He 
took us out from there." Furthermore, Rava said: When one 
mentions matza in the list of the three matters one must recall 
during the seder, he must lift it for display before the assembled 
company. Likewise, when discussing bitter herbs, one must 
raise them. However, nowadays one need not raise the meat. 
And not only that, but it is prohibited to do so, for if one lifts 
the meat it appears as though he is eating sacrificial meat 
outside the Temple. An observer might think he is presenting 
it as the meat of a Paschal lamb, and it is prohibited by Torah 
law to slaughter a sheep as a Paschal lamb outside the Temple." 


Rav Aha bar Yaakov said: A blind person is exempt from 
reciting the Haggadah. The proofis that it is written here, with 
regard to the Paschal lamb: “And you shall tell your son on that 
day saying, it is because of this which the Lord did for me when 
I came forth out of Egypt” (Exodus 13:8), and it was written 
there, with regard to the stubborn and rebellious son, that his 
parents say: “This son of ours is stubborn and rebellious, he 
does not listen to our voice; he is a glutton, and a drunkard” 
(Deuteronomy 21:20). The Gemara explains the verbal analogy 
of the word “this”: Just as there, in the case of the rebellious 
son, the Sages expound that the verse excludes a blind person, 
as a blind parent cannot say: This son of ours, for he cannot 
point to him; so too here, in the case of the recitation of the 
Passover Haggadah, the word “this” excludes blind people. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Mareimar say: I asked 
the Sages from the school of Rav Yosef, who was blind: Who 
recited the Haggadah in the house of Rav Yosef? They said 
to him: Rav Yosef himself recited it. Mareimar subsequently 
asked: Who recited the Haggadah in the house of Rav She- 
shet, who was also blind? They said to him: Rav Sheshet him- 
self recited it. This indicates that a blind person is obligated to 
recite the Haggadah. The Gemara answers: These Sages, Rav 
Yosef and Rav Sheshet, maintain that nowadays the halakhot 
of eating matza and the recitation of the Haggadah that ac- 
companies it apply by rabbinic law. For this reason, blind 
people can recite the Haggadah for others. 


LANGUAGE 


To laud [lekales] - dbp: From the Greek xdAog, kalos, 
meaning good or beautiful. Accordingly, the Hebrew 
lekales means to praise or extol. 


NOTES 


Halle! during the seder - 7193 brn: The early 
commentaries offer several explanations as to why 
no blessing is recited before hallel in the Haggadah. 
Some state that it is because this hallel is divided into 
two sections. Other authorities suggest that these pas- 
sages are not recited as hallel but rather as a song (Rav 
Hai Gaon). A third opinion is that one does not recite 
a blessing at the seder because a blessing has been 
recited over hallel in the synagogue (Masekhet Soferim). 


Until where does one recite — MÌN NIT (D7 TY: 
Everyone agrees that this hallel is split into two and 
that most of it is recited after the meal, to keep the 
first part of the seder shorter so that the children will 
remain awake. The issue is whether it is sufficient to 
read the first passage, as maintained by Beit Shammai, 
or whether it is also necessary to mention the Exodus, 
which appears only in the second passage (Josefot 
Yom Tov). In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stated that ac- 
cording to the opinion of Beit Shammai, the mention 
of the Exodus is delayed until after midnight, the time 
of the start of the redemption. Conversely, Beit Hillel 
maintain that since the Exodus began in the morning, 
here is no reason to delay its mention. 


And He took us out from there — DWA Nx UNNI: 
The miracle of the Exodus affected later generations of 
ews as well, for had their ancestors not left Egypt, they 
would still be enslaved there. Additionally, the halakha 
is that one recites a blessing only for a miracle that 
appened to his father or grandfather, but not to ear- 
ier ancestors. Therefore, it is necessary to emphasize 
hat the Exodus also has relevance for our own genera- 
ion, by means of a special blessing (Maharam Halawa). 


HALAKHA 


The formula of the Haggadah - nan Nea: The Hag- 
gadah must include the passage starting with: There- 
fore we are obligated, until: The flint into a fountain 
of waters (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz 
UMatza 8:5). 


Raising the matza and the bitter herbs — Axa n7237 
iv: While reciting the paragraph that begins with: 
This matza, one lifts the matza and shows it to those 
present in honor of the mitzva. Likewise, one lifts the 
bitter herbs for the same reason. The piece of meat on 
the seder plate is not raised, to avoid the impression 
that one is serving sacrificial meat offered outside the 
Temple (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:6). 
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NOTES 


Halleluya, kesya, and Yedidya - mvp) moa ANDDA: In the 


vocalized text of the Bible, the term halleluya is written as a 
single word, with one exception. Yedidya is also written as 
one word, whereas kesya is written as two words, although 
some authorities say that this too is a single word. The word 
merhavya is subject to debate. 
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The Gemara asks: Does this prove by inference that Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov maintains that eating matza nowadays applies by Torah 
law? But isn’t Rav Aha bar Ya’akov the one who said that eating 
matza nowadays applies by rabbinic law? Rav Aha bar Ya'akov ap- 
parently contradicts himself. The Gemara answers: Rav Aha bar 
Ya'akov maintains that everything the Sages instituted through 
their decrees, they instituted similar to the model established by 
Torah law. In other words, although the obligations to eat matza 
and recite the Haggadah are rabbinic, the stringencies and restric- 
tions that apply to Torah mitzvot apply here as well. Therefore, a 
blind person is exempt from reciting the Haggadah. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Rav Sheshet and 
Rav Yosef too, certainly everything the Sages instituted through 
their decrees, they instituted similar to the model established by 
Torah law. Why, then, did these blind Sages recite the Haggadah 
themselves? 


The Gemara rejects this difficulty: How can these cases, the verses 

dealing with rebellious son and the Passover Haggadah, be com- 
pared? Granted, there, in the case of the rebellious son, as the verse 

could have written: He is our son, and instead it is written: “This 

son of ours,’ I can learn from it that the parents must point to a 

finger to their son, which comes to exclude blind parents. How- 
ever, here, if the verse did not use the phrase “because of this,’ 
what could it have written in reference to matzot and bitter herbs? 

Rather, this verse comes because of the matza and bitter herbs. 
Consequently, there is no need to actually to point with one’s finger 

in this instance, and therefore the blind are also obligated to recite 

the Haggadah. 


The mishna states: Therefore we are obligated to thank. 


The mishna states that we will say before Him: Halleluya. The 
Gemara discusses the meaning of this term. Rav Hisda said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The word halleluya and the word kesya 
(Exodus 17:16) and the name Yedidya (11 Samuel 12:25) are each 
regarded as a single word, not an amalgamation of two smaller 
words, i.e., Hallelu-ya. Rav said that kesya and merhavya (Psalms 
118:5) are single words. Rabba said: Only merhavya is a single 
word; the others are two words." 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the opinion 
of Rav Hisda, what is the status of merhavya? Is it counted as two 
words or one? This dilemma was raised because Rav Hisda himself 
did not mention this term. No answer was found for this dilemma, 
and therefore the Gemara states: Let it stand unresolved. 


Another dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to 
the opinion of Rav, what is the status of the name Yedidya? The 
Gemara answers: Come and hear, as Rav said explicitly: Yedidya 
is divided into two separate names. Therefore, yedid is a mundane 
word, whereas ya is a sacred name, which must be treated respect- 
fully like the other sacred names of God. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the opinion 
of Rav, what is the status of halleluya? Is it one word or two? The 
Gemara answers: Come and hear, as Rav said: I saw a book of 
Psalms in the study hall of my uncle, Rabbi Hiyya, in which the 
word hallelu is written on one side, at the end of a line, and ya was 
written on one side, at the beginning of the next line. This shows 
that the word halleluya can indeed be split in two. 
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The Gemara comments: This opinion disputes that of Rabbi 

Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is 

the meaning of the word halleluya? It means praise Him [hallelu- 
hu] with many praises [hillulim]. According to this opinion, the 

ya at the end of the word is a superlative, not a divine name. 


The Gemara adds: This statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
disagrees with another ruling that he himself" issued, as Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said: The book of Psalms is said by means 
of ten expressions of praise: By nitzuah, niggun, maskil, mizmor, 
shir, ashrei, tehilla, tefilla, hoda’a, and halleluya. He continues: 
The greatest of them all is halleluya, as it includes God’s name 
and praise at one time. This statement indicates that Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi considers halleluya to be a combination of two 
words, one of which is the name of God. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The song in the Torah, i.e., 
the Song at the Sea (Exodus 15:1-19), Moses and the Jewish 
people recited it when they ascended from the sea. The Ge- 
mara asks: And who said this hallel mentioned in the mishna, 
Psalms 113-118? The Gemara answers: The Prophets among them 
established this hallel for the Jewish people, that they should 
recite it on every appropriate occasion; and for every trouble, 
may it not come upon them, they recite the supplications in- 
cluded in hallel. When they are redeemed, they recite it over 
their redemption, as hallel includes expressions of gratitude for 
the redemption. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: All the 
praises stated in the book of Psalms were recited by David, 
as it is stated: “The prayers of David, son of Yishai, are ended 
[kalu]” (Psalms 72:20). Do not read kalu; rather, read kol elu," 
all of these, which indicates that the entire book of Psalms 
consists of the prayers of King David. 


The Gemara clarifies: According to those who dispute Rabbi 
Meir’s claim that the entire book of Psalms was composed by King 
David, who recited this hallel? Rabbi Yosei says: My son Elazar 
says that Moses and the Jewish people recited it when they 
ascended from the sea. And his colleagues dispute him, saying 
that it was recited by King David. And the statement of my 
son, Elazar, appears more accurate than their statement. The 
reason is as follows: Is it possible that the Jewish people slaugh- 
tered their Paschal lambs and took and waved their lulavim 
all those generations without reciting a song? Rather, the Jews 
must have recited a song each year. Since it is the custom to sing 
hallel nowadays, it is evidently an ancient institution. 


Alternatively, is it possible that Micah’s idol stood in tears," and 
the Jewish people were reciting hallel before it? The reference is 
to the idol of Micah, which was still standing in the days of David 
(see Judges 17). The Gemara states that the idol was crying, as a 
euphemism for its laughter, to avoid shaming the Jewish people 
(geonim). The point is that the Jews would not have chanted: 
“They who make them shall be like them” (Psalms 115:8) at a time 
that they were worshipping idols. Rather, hallel must be older than 
that, and it dates back to the Song at the Sea. 


The Sages taught in a baraita that with regard to all the songs and 
praise that David recited" in the book of Psalms, Rabbi Eliezer 
says: David said them about himself. They were the praises of an 
individual that were later transmitted to the community. Rabbi 
Yehoshua says: He originally said them about the community. 
He composed all of the psalms for the people, including those he 
wrote about himself. And the Rabbis say: There are among these 
psalms some that are about the community, and there are 
among these psalms some that are about himself. The Rabbis 
clarify their opinion: The psalms that are stated in the singular 
form are about himself, and those stated in the plural form are 
about the community. 


NOTES —W———_—_—_- 
Disagrees with himself — mpag miT xvbor: Several com- 
mentaries explain that according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi the term halleluya can be written in two 
different ways, which bear separate meanings. When it is 
written as one word, it means great praise. However, when 
halleluya is written as two words, it signifies both a Divine 
name and praise (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Kalu, kol elu - wx bs Ap: According to various traditions, 
the kamatz vowel, which appears under the letter kafin the 
word kalu, is a small kamatz, which indeed makes the word 
sound similar to kol elu. 


Stood in tears [bekhi] — 333 “miy: Some commentaries 
associate this bekhi with thick smoke or haze, as in the verse: 


“And they roll upward [veyitavku] in thick clouds of smoke” 


(Isaiah 9:17). In other words, the smoke from the idolatrous of- 
ferings rose as the services proceeded (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz). 


All the songs...that David recited - 711 aXw..nivw bs: 

Some commentaries explain that this is referring only to 
those Psalms that are not clearly the prayers of an individual 

or a community (Maharsha). However, everyone agrees that 
some of the Psalms are David's personal prayers, while oth- 
ers are stated on behalf of the entire Jewish people. 
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NOTES 


Nitzuah...in the future - xi sonyd...my3: The word 
nitzuah is derived from netzah, eternity (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 
The Divine Presence does not rest — miw myw py: 


None of the prophets could prophesy at will. Rather, 
they would meditate in solitude, focus their thoughts, 


and fill their hearts with joy. By the same token, the 
prophetic spirit does not rest upon one who is sad or 
lazy but only upon one filled with joy. Therefore, the 


novice prophets would play the drums, lyres, flutes, 


and harps while the prophets sought to prophesy 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 7:4). 
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The Gemara continues to discuss the book of Psalms. If a psalm 

begins with the terms nitzuah or niggun, this indicates that its 

praise will be fulfilled in the future." Psalms that begin with the 

word maskil were delivered by means of a disseminator, a spokes- 
man ina public address. The lecturer would speak softly, followed 

by a repetition of his discourse in the disseminator’s louder voice, 
so that everyone could hear. Ifa psalm begins: Of David a psalm, 
this teaches that the Divine Presence rested upon him first and 

afterward he recited the song. However, if a psalm opens with: 
A psalm of David, this teaches that he first recited the song, and 

afterward the Divine Presence rested upon him. 


The Gemara adds: Incidentally, this serves to teach you that the 
Divine Presence rests upon an individual neither from an atmo- 
sphere of sadness, nor from an atmosphere of laziness, nor from 
an atmosphere of laughter, nor from an atmosphere of frivolity, 
nor from an atmosphere of idle conversation, nor from an at- 
mosphere of idle chatter," but rather from an atmosphere im- 
bued with the joy ofa mitzva. As itis stated with regard to Elisha, 
after he became angry at the king of Israel, his prophetic spirit left 
him until he requested: “But now bring me a minstrel; and it 
came to pass when the minstrel played, that the hand of the 
Lord came upon him” (11 Kings 3:15). 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: And, so too, one should be joyful 
before stating a matter of halakha. Rav Nahman said: And, so 
too, one should be joyful before going to sleep, to ensure he will 
have a good dream. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that one should introduce matters 

of halakha joyfully? Didn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav said: Any 
Torah scholar who sits before his teacher and his lips are not 
dripping with bitterness due to fear of his teacher, those lips 

shall be burned, as it is stated: “His lips are as lilies [shoshanim] 

dripping with flowing myrrh [notefot mor over]” (Song of Songs 

5:13). He interpreted homiletically: Do not read it as shoshanim, 
lilies; rather, read it as sheshonim, who are studying. Likewise, 
do not read it as mor over, flowing myrrh; rather, read it as mar 
over, flowing bitterness. In other words, lips that are studying 
Torah must be full of bitterness. 


The Gemara explains: This is not difficult; there is no contradic- 
tion here, as this statement, which teaches that one should intro- 
duce matters of halakha joyfully, is referring to a rabbi, and that 
statement, which teaches that one must be filled with bitterness, 
is referring to a student, who must listen to his teacher with 
trepidation. 


And if you wish, say instead that this and that are referring to 
a rabbi, and it is not difficult. This statement, where it is taught 
that one must be joyful, is before one begins teaching; that state- 
ment, where it is taught that he must be filled with bitterness 
and trepidation, is after he already began teaching halakha. The 
Gemara adds: That explanation is like that practice of Rabba’s. 
Before he began teaching halakha to the Sages, he would say 
some humorous comment, and the Sages would be cheered. 
Ultimately, he sat in trepidation and began teaching the 
halakha. 


The Sages taught: This hallel, who initially recited it? Rabbi 

Eliezer says: Moses and the Jewish people recited it when they 

stood by the sea. They said: “Not to us, God, not to us, but to 

Your name give glory” (Psalms 115:1). The Divine Spirit respond- 
ed and said to them: “For My own sake, for My own sake, will 

I do it” (Isaiah 48:11). Rabbi Yehuda says: Joshua and the Jewish 

people recited it when they defeated the kings of Canaan who 

stood against them (see Joshua 12:7-24). They said: Not to us, 
and the Divine Spirit responded: For My own sake. 
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Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i says: Deborah and Barak recited it 

when Sisera stood against them (see Judges 4-5). They said: 

Not to us, and the Divine Spirit responded and said to 

them: For My own sake, for My own sake, will I do it. Rab- 
bi Elazar ben Azarya says: Hezekiah and his company re- 
cited it when Sennacherib stood against them (see 11 Kings 

18-19). They said: Not to us and the Divine Spirit respond- 
ed: For My own sake. Rabbi Akiva says: Hananiah, Mishael, 
and Azariah recited it when the wicked Nebuchadnezzar 

stood against them (see Daniel 3). They said: Not to us, and 

the Divine Spirit responded: For My own sake. Rabbi Yosei 

HaGelili says: Mordecai and Esther recited it when the 

wicked Haman stood against them. They said: Not to us, 
and the Divine Spirit responded: For My own sake (see the 

book of Esther). 


And the Rabbis say that hallel was not established for any 
specific event, but the Prophets among them instituted that 

the Jewish people should recite it on every appropriate oc- 
casion, and for every trouble, may it not come upon the 

Jewish people. When they are redeemed, they recite it over 

their redemption. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the term halleluya. Rav 
Hisda said: The halleluya stated in the final verse in several 
Psalms signifies the end of a chapter. Rabba bar Rav Huna 
said: Halleluya marks the start of a new chapter, the begin- 
ning of the next psalm. Rav Hisda said: I saw a book of 
Psalms in the study hall of Rav Hanin bar Rav, in which it 
is written halleluya in the middle of the chapter, i.e., between 
the chapters, neither at the start of one psalm nor at the end 
of the next. Apparently, Rav Hanin bar Rav was uncertain 
where the word belonged. 


Rav Hanin bar Rava said: Everyone concedes with regard 
to the verse: “My mouth shall speak the praise of the Lord; 
and let all flesh bless His holy name forever and ever” 
(Psalms 145:21), that the halleluya that follows, the opening 
word of the subsequent psalm, marks the start of the next 
chapter,” not the conclusion of the previous one. Likewise, 
with regard to the verse: “The wicked shall see and be vexed; 
he shall gnash with his teeth, and melt away; the desire of 
the wicked shall perish” (Psalms 12:10), the halleluya that 
follows it, is the start of the next chapter. And similarly, with 
regard to: “You who stand in the house of the Lord” (Psalms 
135:2) the halleluya that follows it, in verse 3, signifies the start 
of the next chapter. 


Those Sages who were expert in the verses of the Bible add 

these too: “He will drink of the brook in the way; therefore 

will he lift up the head” (Psalms 110:7); the halleluya that 

follows it, the first word of the subsequent psalm, is the start 

of the next chapter. With regard to the verse: “The fear of 
God is the beginning of wisdom; a good understanding 

have all they who practice them; His praise endures for ever” 
(Psalms 111:10), the halleluya that follows it, marks the start 

of the next chapter. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say it is parallel to a dispute 
between the tanna’im, as we learned in the mishna: Until 
where does one recite hallel? Beit Shammai say: Until “A 
joyful mother of children, halleluya” (Psalms 113:9). And 
Beit Hillel say: Until “The flint into a fountain of waters” 
(Psalms 114:8). And it was taught in another source, a baraita: 
Until where does one recite hallel? Beit Shammai say: Until 
“When Israel came forth out of Egypt” (Psalms 114:1), the 
beginning of the first passage after “A joyful mother of children, 
halleluya” And Beit Hillel say: Until “Not to us, God, not 
to us” (Psalms 115:1), which follows “the flint into a fountain 
of waters.” 


BACKGROUND 
When Sennacherib stood against them - tayw nywa 
DMD op: The image depicts the remains of the wall 
built by Hezekiah as part of the fortification of Jerusalem 
against Sennacherib. 


Broad wall 


NOTES 
The halleluya that follows it marks the start of the next 
chapter — XPpPS WANA abn: This rule is correct for all 
the examples quoted from Psalms. One reason for this is that 
it is unfitting for verses that describe tragedy and destruc- 
tion to end with the term halleluya (Maharsha). 


You who stand in the house of the Lord - otaipw 
"7123: Tosafot are puzzled by the reference to a halleluya 
that follows this phrase, as the word halleluya does not ap- 
pear immediately afterward, but in the subsequent verse. 
Some commentaries read: The halleluya that follows it is 
the start of the next verse, rather than the next chapter 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). Other commentaries explain that the 
first two verses of Psalm 135 actually belong to the previ- 
ous psalm, and that this psalm begins with verse 3 (Melo 
HaRo’im; Rav Shmuel Strashun). 
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NOTES 


Let him say halleluya of a joyful mother of children — 
any oan ox Sw my wim: Several resolutions have 

been suggested for these two questions. Some commen- 

taries explain that had the tanna stated that this part of 
hallel is recited up to the halleluya of "A joyful mother of 
children,’one might mistakenly think he meant up to but 
not including the word halleluya, from which it could be 

inferred that halleluya signifies the beginning of a para- 
graph. The second question can be answered in a similar 
fashion (Rabbi David Pardo). 


Shabbat and the exodus from Egypt - nx x") naw 
orn: Several commentaries explain that Moses estab- 
lished a day of rest for the Jewish people in Egypt, which 
is why slavery is mentioned in connection to Shabbat 
(Deuteronomy 5:15), in remembrance of the oppression 
of that time. In addition, the Exodus is mentioned in the 
kiddush of Shabbat because Shabbat is listed in the Torah 
as one of the Festivals (Rav Shmuel Strashun). The Meri 
explains that Shabbat and Egypt both reflect the power 
of God and His providence over the world. 


HALAKHA 


The versions of the prayers — abana nin): The prayer 
book follows the rulings of the Gemara here. In Shema 
and hallel, the prayer concludes: Who redeemed Israel. 
The blessing in the weekday Amida prayer concludes: Who 
redeems Israel. For kiddush, the formula is: Who sanctified 
us with His mitzvot and commanded us, whereas in the 
Festival Amida the phrase is: You sanctified us with Your 
mitzvot. 
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What, is it not the case that the mishna and the baraita disagree 

concerning the following matter: According to the one who says 

that one must recite until “A joyful mother of children,” he main- 
tains that the subsequent halleluya is the start ofa chapter. And the 

one who said that one must recite until “When Israel came forth” 
maintains that halleluya is the end of the previous chapter. The 

mishna and the baraita disagree only with regard to when the word 

halleluya should be recited, at this point in the seder or when hallel is 

resumed after the meal. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: This is no proof, as Rav Hisda 
explains the difference between the mishna and the baraita in ac- 
cordance with his reasoning, that everyone maintains that halle- 
luya marks the end ofa chapter. However, the one who said that one 
must recite until “When Israel came forth” spoke well, as he cites 
the beginning of the next verse. And the one who said that one must 
recite until “A joyful mother of children” means until and including, 
i.e, one finishes the entire verse including the word halleluya. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let the tanna say: Until halleluya. And if you 
say that we would not know which halleluya he meant, let the tanna 
say: The halleluya of “A joyful mother of children" The Gemara 
comments: This is indeed difficult for the opinion of Rav Hisda. 


Likewise, Rabba bar Rav Huna explains the difference between the 
mishna and the baraita in accordance with his reasoning, that ev- 
eryone agrees that halleluya signifies the start ofa chapter. The one 
who said that one must recite until “A joyful mother of children’ 
spoke well, and the one who said that one must recite until “When 
Israel came forth” maintains that the term means until and not in- 
cluding, as one does not conclude with the word halleluya after “A 
joyful mother of children” 


oy 


The Gemara asks a similar question with regard to the opinion of 
Rabba bar Rav Huna: If so, let the tanna say: Until halleluya. And if 
you say that we would not know which halleluya he meant, let the 
tanna say: The halleluya of “When Israel came forth.” The Gemara 
comments: This is indeed difficult for Rabba bar Rav Huna’s opinion. 


And the mishna stated that one concludes this section of hallel with 
a blessing that refers to redemption. With regard to the dispute over 
how to conclude the blessing, Rava said: For the recitation of Shema 
and hallel on Passover, the wording of the final blessing is: Who re- 
deemed Israel, in the past tense, whereas the seventh blessing of the 
weekday Amida prayer concludes with: Who redeems Israel, in the 
present tense. What is the reason for this difference? Prayer is a sup- 
plication for mercy and therefore one mentions and requests the 
anticipated redemption in his prayers." 


Likewise, Rabbi Zeira said: The formula of kiddush is: Who sancti- 
fied us with His mitzvot and commanded us, in the past tense. In 

contrast, the formula in the Amida prayer is: Sanctify us with Your 

mitzvot, in the future tense. What is the reason for this difference? 

Prayer is a supplication for mercy, and one submits a request for the 

future. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: And one must mention the exodus from 
Egypt in the daytime kiddush of Shabbat, despite the fact that Shab- 
bat is not directly connected to the Exodus. The proof is that here, 
with regard to Passover, it is written: “That you may remember the 
day when you came out of the land of Egypt all the days of your life” 
(Deuteronomy 16:3); and it is written there, with regard to Shabbat: 


“Remember the Shabbat day to sanctify it” (Exodus 20:7). By means 


ofa verbal analogy of the word “day,” these verses teach that one must 
also recall the Exodus on Shabbat." 
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The Gemara discusses the formulas of other prayers. Rabba 
bar Sheila said: The prayer that describes the future resto- 
ration of the kingship of Israel concludes with: He Who 
causes the horn of salvation to flourish, while the blessing 
recited after the haftara, the portion read from the Prophets, 
concludes with: Shield of David." 


Incidentally, the Gemara cites the promise God issued to 
David through Nathan the Prophet: “And I will make you a 
great name, like the names of the great ones in the earth” 
(11 Samuel 7:9). Rav Yosef teaches: This is the meaning of the 
phrase “like the names of the great ones,” that Jews will say: 
Shield of David, just as they say: Shield of Avraham. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said with regard to God's blessing 

of Avraham: “And I will make of you a great nation, and I will 

bless you, and I will make your name great, and you will be a 

blessing,” (Genesis 12:2). “And I will make of you a great na- 
tion”; this is fulfilled in the opening of the first blessing of the 

Amida, as Jews say: God of Abraham. “And I will bless you”; 

this is fulfilled when they say: God of Isaac, as it is a blessing 

for a father when the name of his son is eternalized. “And I 

will make your name great”; this is fulfilled when they say: 

God of Jacob. 


One might have thought that Jews should conclude the first 
blessing of the Amida prayer with the names of all the fore- 
fathers; therefore the verse states: “And you will be a bless- 
ing,” i.e., with you, Avraham, they will conclude the blessing, 
and they will not conclude with a mention of all of the fore- 
fathers. This is why the first blessing of the Amida prayer ends: 
Shield of Avraham. 


Rava said: I found the Elders of Pumbedita® sitting and 
saying: On Shabbat, both in prayer and in kiddush, one 
recites: Who sanctifies Shabbat. On a Festival," both in 
prayer and in kiddush one recites: Who sanctifies Israel and 
the seasons. And I said to them: On the contrary, in prayer, 
both on Shabbat and on a Festival, one should recite: Who 
sanctifies Israel. However, in the kiddush of Shabbat one 
should recite: Who sanctifies Shabbat, whereas in the kid- 
dush of a Festival one should recite: Who sanctifies Israel 
and the seasons. 


Rava further said to the Elders of Pumbedita: And I can say 
my reason and your reason. Your reason is that since Shab- 
bat is established and permanent, i.e., it always occurs on the 

seventh day of the week, both in prayers and in kiddush one 

should recite: Who sanctifies Shabbat. It is not necessary for 
Israel to sanctify Shabbat, as it is permanently sanctified by 
God. Conversely, with regard to a Festival, as it is Israel who 

establishes it, as the Sages add extra days to certain months 

and establish years by intercalating them, one recites: Who 

sanctifies Israel and the seasons. This is Rava’s explanation 

of the reason for the ruling of the Elders of Pumbedita. 


Rava continues: My reason is that in the case of prayer, which 
is in public, one recites: Who sanctifies Israel, in honor of 
the community. Conversely, for kiddush, which is recited by 
an individual alone on Shabbat, one says: Who sanctifies 
Shabbat, as Israel does not sanctify Shabbat. On a Festival 
one recites: Who sanctifies Israel and the seasons. In this 
case, Israel is mentioned, as its Sages sanctify the Festivals. 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s reason: And that is not so. Is there 
not also the prayer recited by a person who is alone; and is 
there not also kiddush in public? The above distinction is 
rendered meaningless in practice. But Rava maintains: Fol- 
low the main practice of each mitzva. Prayer is primarily a 
communal activity, whereas kiddush is fundamentally the 
obligation of each individual. 


NOTES 


The prayer He Who causes the horn of salvation to 
flourish; after the haftara, Shield of David - xoibyt 
VF Wa MENVANT YW AP ray: Some commentaries 
explain that no requests are submitted invoking King 
David's merit. Rather, the blessing in the Amida is an 
anticipation of salvation. The haftara blessing is not a 
prayer but rather the fulfillment of God's promise to 
David:"| will you a great name” (I! Samuel 7:9; Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 
Elders of Pumbedita — xn»ta0157 29: 


Map of Pumbedita 


HALAKHA 


Kiddush and prayer on Shabbat and a Festival - wtp 
ani nawa myom: The prayers and kiddush on Shab- 
bat conclude with: Who sanctifies Shabbat (Tur, Orah 
Hayyim 268), whereas the concluding blessing for the 
prayers and kiddush on Festivals is:Who sanctifies Israel 
and the seasons. This is the formula used by the Elders 
of Pumbedita, which was ultimately accepted by Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 487:1). 
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HALAKHA 


The fourth cup, he completes hallel over it — waa 3921 
brr ny voy: An alternative version of this passage, cited 
by the Rif reads: He recites the great halle! over the fifth. 
According to this variant reading, one must apparently 
drink a fifth cup of wine. The Ran rules likewise. However, 
many authorities claim that the fifth cup is not mandatory 
(Rambam). Some authorities state that one should drink 
a fifth cup only if he has a strong desire to do so (Rema, 
based on Mordekhai; see Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 481:1). 


NOTES 


Between the third cup and the fourth cup one should 
not drink - nnw? x wah why pa: It is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that the reason for this prohibition is to 
prevent intoxication. Although the wine drunk before or 
during a meal does not cause inebriation, once one has 
finished eating he runs a greater risk of becoming drunk. 
Others explain that the prohibition against additional cups 
is part of the general prohibition against eating after the 
afikoman, with the exception of the wine prescribed by the 
Sages (geonim; Seder Rav Amram). Some authorities state 
that if one continues to drink after the meal, when it is no 
longer a mitzva, it will not be evident that he drank the four 
cups in celebration of the redemption (Ra’avad). 


Perek X 
Daf118 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
What is the blessing of the song - VWI nay *x2: In the 
blessing of the song, one recites the blessing: All Your works 


shall praise You and: The breath of all living [nishmat], in ac- 


cordance with the opinion of both Rav Yehuda and Rabbi 
Yohanan. In addition, one recites the great hallel, Psalm 136, 
as stated in the baraita, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 480). 
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The Gemara reports: Ulla bar Rav descended to lead the prayer 

service before Rava. He said the formula in accordance with the 

opinion of the Elders of Pumbedita, and Rava did not say any- 
thing to him. Apparently, Rava retracted his opinion and accepted 

the formula of the Elders of Pumbedita. Likewise, the Gemara re- 
lates: Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, descend- 
ed to lead the prayer service before Rav Pappa and recited the lit- 
urgy in accordance with the opinion of the Elders of Pumbedita, 
and Rav Pappa praised him for his correct recitation. 


Ravina said: I happened to come to Sura before Mareimar, and 
the prayer leader descended before him and recited the liturgy 
in accordance with the opinion of the Elders of Pumbedita, 
and everyone tried to silence him, as they had never heard that 
version of the prayer before. Mareimar said to them: Leave him, as 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Elders of 
Pumbedita. And the people in attendance listened to him and 
no longer tried to silence the prayer leader, but allowed him to 
complete the prayer. 


MI S H NA They poured for the leader of the seder the 


third cup of wine, and he recites the bless- 
ing over his food, Grace After Meals. Next, they pour him the 
fourth cup. He completes hallel over it," as he already recited the 
first part of hallel before the meal. And he also recites the blessing 
of the song at the end of hallel over the fourth cup. During the pe- 
riod between these cups, i.e., the first three cups established by the 
Sages, if one wishes to drink more he may drink; however, between 
the third cup and the fourth cup one should not drink." 


G E M A RA Ran Hanan said to Rava: Since the mishna 

states that Grace After Meals must be re- 
cited over the third cup, learn from it that Grace After Meals re- 
quires a cup of wine. Rava said to him: This is no proof, for al- 
though the Sages instituted the drinking of four cups in the 
manner of freedom, once the four cups are in place, with each and 
every one of them we will perform a mitzva, despite the fact that 
they were not originally instituted for this purpose. After the Sages 
instituted these four cups, they attached a special mitzva to each one. 


However, this does not prove that there is an obligation to recite 
Grace After Meals over a cup of wine during the rest of the year. 


We learned in the mishna that they pour the leader of the seder the 
fourth cup and he completes hallel over it, and he recites the 
blessing of the song at the end of hallel over that cup. 


The Gemara asks: What is the blessing of the song" mentioned in 
the mishna? Rav Yehuda said: It is the blessing that begins with: 
They shall praise You, Lord, our God. And Rabbi Yohanan said 
that one also recites: The breath of all living, a prayer that follows 
the verses of praise [pesukei dezimra]. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
With regard to the fourth cup, one completes hallel over it and 
recites the great hallel; this is the statement of Rabbi Tarfon. And 
some say that one recites: “The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not 
want” (Psalms 23:1), in appreciation of the food he ate at the meal. 


The Gemara asks: From where does the great hallel begin and 
where does it end? Rabbi Yehuda says: From “Give thanks” 
(Psalms 136:1) until “The rivers of Babylon” (Psalms 137:1). And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: From “A song of ascents” (Psalms 134:1) 
until “The rivers of Babylon.” Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: From 
“For the Lord has chosen Jacob for Himself” (Psalms 135:4) until 
“The rivers of Babylon.” 
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The Gemara asks: And why is this section called the great 
hallel? Rabbi Yohanan said: Because this passage states that 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, sits in the heights of the uni- 
verse and dispenses food to every creature. The whole world 
praises God for His kindness through the great hallel, which 
includes the verse: “Who gives food to all flesh” (Psalms 136:25). 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: These twenty-six mentions of 
the word hodu, give praise, in this hallel (Psalms 136), to what 
do they correspond? He explains: They correspond to the 
twenty-six generations that the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
created in His world, and to whom He did not give the Torah. 
There were ten generations from Adam to Noah, another ten 
from Noah to Abraham, and six generations from Abraham to 
Moses and the revelation at Sinai, i.e., Isaac, Jacob, Levi, Kehat, 
Amram, and Moses. And why did these generations survive, 
despite the fact that they did not learn Torah or perform mitz- 
vot? They survived only because God sustained them through 
His mercy, even though they were undeserving. 


Rav Hisda said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“Give thanks to the Lord for He is good” (Psalms 136:1)? It 
means give thanks to the Lord who exacts one’s debt, the 
punishment for a person’s sins and wickedness, in accordance 
with the goodness of each individual. God punishes each per- 
son based on his means. He punishes a wealthy person by taking 
his ox, and He punishes a poor person by means of his sheep. 
He punishes the orphan by taking away his egg, and He pun- 
ishes the widow by means of her chicken. God punishes each 
person based on his ability to endure deprivation, and He does 
not punish people with more than they can handle. 


With regard to the praise due to God for sustaining the world, 
the Gemara cites a statement that Rabbi Yohanan said: The task 
of providing a person’s food is twice as difficult as the suffering 
endured by a woman in childbirth.” While, with regard to a 
woman in childbirth, it is written: “In pain [be’etzev] you shall 
bring forth children” (Genesis 3:16), with regard to food, it is 
written: “In toil [be’itzavon] you shall eat of it, all the days of 
your life” (Genesis 3:17). Itzavon is a superlative form of etzev, 
which indicates that it is more difficult to support oneself than 
to give birth. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: The task of providing a person’s food 
is more difficult than the redemption. While, with regard to 
the redemption, it is written: “The angel who has redeemed 
me from all evil” (Genesis 48:16), indicating that a mere angel 
is sufficient to protect a person from all evil; whereas, with re- 
gard to sustenance, it is written: “The God who has been my 
shepherd all my life long to this day” (Genesis 48:15). This verse 
implies that only God can help one who is struggling to earn a 
living. 


The Gemara cites a similar statement. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 

said: When the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Adam: 

“Thorns also and thistles shall it bring forth to you, and you 

shall eat the herb of the field” (Genesis 3:18), his eyes streamed 

with tears. Adam said before Him: Master of the Universe, 
will my donkey and I eat from one trough? After God said to 

him: “In the sweat of your face shall you eat bread” (Genesis 

3:19), his mind was settled, assured that ifhe toils he will be able 

to eat bread, unlike the donkey. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: We would have been fortunate 
had we remained under the first decree and were still able to 
eat the herbs of the field. And we still have not entirely escaped 
from this decree, as we sometimes eat the grass of the field, in 
the form of vegetables and leaves. 


NOTES 


Providing a person's food is twice as difficult as the suffer- 
ing endured by a woman in childbirth - ony rpi pup 
ma D93: Various explanations have been given for this 
statement. One interpretation is that although childbirth is 
painful, it also brings the joy of a new baby. By contrast, work- 
ing for a living is never ending and causes anguish with no 
compensating happiness. Alternatively, earning a living is not, 
in fact, doubly as painful as childbirth. Rather, this statement 
means that twice as many people suffer, as both husband and 
wife work, whereas only the wife has to endure the pain of 
childbirth (Ben Yehoyada). 
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NOTES 
Providing a person's food is as difficult as the splitting of the 


Red Sea — 71D DY NYIPD DTK by ynia pwp: Many commentar- 


ies are puzzled by this comparison, as the relevant verses are not 
adjacent to one another. Some answer that the statement: Who 
gives food to all flesh, which depicts God’s beneficence, is not 
listed among the first praises in the psalm, all of which are natural 
events. Instead, it appears together with the miraculous acts of 
God, which refer to the miracles of the Exodus, the greatest of 
which was the splitting of the sea. Others state that God sustains 
all people including the wicked, just as the nation of Israel was 
rescued at the sea despite the inclusion of some undeserving and 
idolatrous individuals (Hokhmat Manoah; Ben Yehoyada). 


—_——— HALAKHA 
Anyone who disparages the Festivals — nityinn ms man be: 


Whoever disparages the Festivals is compared to one who has fall- 


en prey to idolatry (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 6:16). 
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Rav Sheizvi said, citing Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya: The task of 
providing a person’s food is as difficult as the splitting of the 
Red Sea," as it is written: “He gives food to all flesh, for His 
mercy endures forever” (Psalms 136:25), and juxtaposed to it 
is the verse: “To Him who divided the Red Sea in sunder, for 
His mercy endures forever” (Psalms 136:13). The reiteration of 
the last part of the verse indicates that the two praises are to a 
certain extent equivalent. 


Likewise, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya said: A person’s orifices, 
when he cannot properly relieve himself, are as difficult for him 
as the day of death and the splitting of the Red Sea, as it is 
stated: “He who is bent down shall speedily be loosed; and 
he shall not go down dying into the pit, neither shall his bread 
fail” (Isaiah 51:14). The phrase “dying into the pit” indicates that 
the opening of the orifices is similar to a rescue from death. And 
afterward it is written: “Who stirs up the sea, that its waves 
roar” (Isaiah 51:15), which compares the previous matter to the 
splitting of the sea. 


After citing a statement of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya that was 

transmitted by amora’im, the Gemara quotes additional exposi- 
tions attributed to him. And Rav Sheshet said, citing Rabbi 

Elazar ben Azarya: Anyone who disparages the Festivals," it 

is considered as though he engages in idol worship. This, too, 
is derived from the juxtaposition of verses, as it is stated: “You 

shall make yourself no molten gods” (Exodus 34:17), and af- 
terward it is written: “The Festival of matzot you shall keep” 
(Exodus 34:18), from which it can be inferred that anyone who 

does not observe the Festivals properly is likened to one who 

fashions idols. 


And Rav Sheshet further said, citing Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya: 
Anyone who speaks slander, and anyone who accepts and 
believes the slander he hears, and anyone who testifies falsely 
about another, it is fitting to throw him to the dogs, as it is 
stated: “And you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in 
the field, you shall cast it to the dogs” (Exodus 22:30), and 
afterward it is written: “You shall not utter [tisa] a false re- 
port; put not your hand with the wicked to be an unrighteous 
witness” (Exodus 23:1). Uttering rumors is here equated to de- 
livering false testimony. Furthermore, read into the verse as 
though it stated: Do not cause a false report to be accepted 
[tasi], i.e., do not lead others to accept your false reports. 


The Gemara asks: And since there is the great hallel, which 

contains the special praise of “Who gives food to all flesh” 
(Psalms 136:25), as explained above, what is the reason that one 

also recites this hallel of Psalms 113-118, the section recited on 

every joyous occasion? The Gemara answers: The reason is 

because the regular hallel contains these five matters: The re- 
membrance of the exodus from Egypt, the splitting of the Red 

Sea, the giving of the Torah, the resurrection of the dead, and 

the pangs of the Messiah. Since it mentions these key concepts, 
this hallel is also considered important. 


The Gemara elaborates: The exodus from Egypt, as it is writ- 
ten: “When Israel came forth out of Egypt, the house of Jacob 

from a people of strange language” (Psalms 114:1). And the 

splitting of the Red Sea, as it is written: “The sea saw it and 

fled; the Jordan turned backward” (Psalms 114:3). The giving 

of the Torah, as it is written: “The mountains skipped like 

rams” (Psalms 114:4), which is similar to the description of the 

giving of the Torah found elsewhere in the books of the Proph- 
ets. The resurrection of the dead, as it is written: “I will walk 
before the Lord in the lands of the living” (Psalms 116:9), which 

follows the verse: “For you have delivered my soul from death.” 
After mentioning death, the psalm describes the resurrection in 

the lands of the living. 
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The pangs of the Messiah, as it is written: “Not to us, God, 
not to us, but to Your name give glory” (Psalms 115:1). And 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The verse “Not to us, God, not to us” 
and the entire psalm, including the verse “Why should the 
nations say, where now is their God?” (Psalms 115:2), is refer- 
ring to the era of the enslavement of the kingdoms and the 
redemption of the Jewish people from their dominion. Some 
say that Rabbi Yohanan said: The verse “Not to us, God, not 
to us” is referring to the war of Gog and Magog, the catas- 
trophes and wars that will befall the Jewish people in the end 
of days from which they will be delivered. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Another reason why one 
recites hallel of Psalms 113-118 is because it contains a refer- 
ence to the deliverance of the souls of the righteous from 
Gehenna, as it is stated: “I beseech you, Lord, deliver my 
soul” (Psalms 116:4). Hizkiya said: Another reason is be- 
cause it contains the story of the descent of the righteous 
Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah into the fiery furnace and 
their miraculous ascent from it. 


Hizkiya clarifies his previous statement: Their descent is 
mentioned in this hallel, as it is written: “Not to us, God, not 
to us,” a verse that Hananiah recited. Mishael recited: “But 
to Your name give glory.” Azariah recited: “For Your mercy 
and for Your truth’s sake.” They all recited together: “Why 
should the nations say: Where now is their God?” 


This hallel also alludes to the ascent of Hananiah, Mishael, 
and Azariah from the fiery furnace, as it is written: “Praise 
the Lord, all you nations, laud Him all you peoples. For His 
mercy is great toward us, and the truth of the Lord endures 
forever, halleluya” (Psalms 117). Hananiah recited: “Praise 
the Lord, all you nations,” for the overt miracle performed 
for them before the nations. Mishael recited: “Laud Him all 
you peoples.” Azariah recited: “For His mercy is great to- 
ward us.” They all recited together: “And the truth of the 
Lord endures forever, halleluya? 


And some say that the angel Gabriel recited: “And the truth 
of the Lord endures forever.” This Gemara elaborates: When 
the evil Nimrod threw our father, Abraham, into the fiery 
furnace, Gabriel said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: 
Master of the Universe, I will descend and cool the furnace, 
and I will thereby save the righteous Abraham from the 
fiery furnace. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: 
I am unique in my world and Abraham is still unique in 
his world. It is fitting for the unique to save the unique. 
Therefore, God Himself went down and saved him. And as 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not withhold reward 
from any creature who sought to perform a good deed, He 
said to Gabriel: You will merit the rescue of three of his 
descendants under similar circumstances. 


Rabbi Shimon HaShiloni taught: When the evil Nebuchad- 
nezzar® threw Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah into the fi- 
ery furnace, Yurkamo,' the ministering angel of hail, stood 

before the Holy One, Blessed be He, and said before Him: 

Master of the Universe, I will go down and cool the fiery 

furnace, and I will save these righteous ones from the fiery 

furnace. Gabriel said to him: The strength of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, will not be evident in this manner, as you are 

the minister of hail, and everyone knows that water extin- 
guishes fire. Your action would not be regarded as a great 

miracle. Rather, I, the ministering angel of fire, will descend, 
and I will cool the furnace from within, 


BACKGROUND 


Nebuchadnezzar — 38313133: Among the works built by Nebu- 
chadnezzar was the Ishtar Gate in the city of Babylon. The image 
depicts the reconstruction of the Ishtar Gate. 


Ishtar Gate 


LANGUAGE 
Yurkamo — ip: According to Rav Binyamin Musafya, this 
name is derived from the Greek iepoxoposg, hierokomos, mean- 
ing one who takes charge of a temple. Others interpret the word 
homiletically, based on its similarity to the Hebrew phrase yorek 
mayim, water shooter. Yet others point out that by changing 
around the letters, the word can read yukarmi, i.e, he who is 
appointed over the cold (Ketem Paz). 


pat pia: PEREK X- 118A 28 5 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek X 
Daf118 Amud b 


NOTES 

Just as we are ascending - p>iy nyw Dwa: It is unclear 
why the Jewish people believed that a miracle would be 
performed for the Egyptians as well. One explanation is 
that the Jewish nation did not actually cross the Red Sea 
but merely entered a narrow strip of water and returned to 
the same side as before. Therefore, they thought that the 
Egyptians had not drowned but had also stayed near the 
shore (Josafot on tractate Arakhin). 


Ancient [kedumim] river — 03117 Sm: One interpreta- 
tion is that the term kedumim can be split into two words, 
kedum yam, ancient sea, indicating that the river was 
appointed a guarantor for the sea long ago (Rav Shmuel 
Strashun). 


BACKGROUND 
Chosen chariots - 11M 331: The wall painting depicts 


Ramses ıı in a chariot battling Nubians, found in the temple 
of Beit el-Wali. 


Pharaoh on chariot 


Kishon River - pwp ba: The Kishon River in Israel flows 
from the city of Jenin and into the Mediterranean Sea in 
the vicinity of modern-day Haifa. 


Kishon River with Haifa in the background 


Kishon River flowing into the Mediterranean Sea 
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and I will burn it from the outside, to consume those who 
threw the three righteous men into the furnace; and I will 
thereby perform a miracle within a miracle. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said to him: Descend. At that time Gabriel 
began praising God and recited: “And the truth of the Lord 
endures forever” (Psalms 117:2), as God fulfilled His promise 
to him from more than a thousand years earlier. 


Rabbi Natan says: “And the truth of the Lord endures for- 
ever” was actually recited by the fish in the sea, in accordance 

with a statement of Rav Huna. As Rav Huna said: The Jewish 

people of that generation, during the Exodus, were of little 

faith. And this statement is as Rabba bar Mari taught: What 

is the meaning of that which is written: “But they were rebel- 
lious at the sea, even at the Red Sea” (Psalms 106:7)? This 

teaches that the Jews rebelled against Moses at that time, and 

said: Perhaps, just as we are ascending" from one side, so too 

the Egyptians are ascending from the other side, and we will 

not be saved. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to the ministering angel 

of the sea: Spew out the dead Egyptians onto dry land. The 

sea said before Him: Master of the Universe, is there a ser- 
vant whose master gives him a gift and then takes it from 

him? Since the dead Egyptians were given to me for my fish to 

eat, how can God retract His gift? He said to him: I will give 

you one and a half times their number. Although I am taking 
them back now, later I will give you one and a half times as 

many people. 


He said to him: Master of the Universe, can a servant issue 
a claim against his master for a gift promised to him? Who 
will be my guarantor? He said to him: The Kishon River will 
be a guarantor for Me. Immediately, the sea spewed them 
out onto the land, and the Jewish people came and saw that 
they were dead. As it is stated: “And Israel saw the Egyptians 
dead upon the seashore” (Exodus 14:30). 


The Gemara asks: What is this one and a half times their 
number? How was God’s promise fulfilled? The Gemara 
answers: While, with regard to Pharaoh, it is written: “Six 
hundred chosen chariots” (Exodus 14:7), whereas, with 
regard to Sisera, it is written: “Nine hundred iron chariots” 


(Judges 4:13). 


The Gemara relates: When Sisera came to fight Israel, he came 
upon them with iron spears, whereupon the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, removed the stars from their orbits to fight 
against Sisera’s army, as it is written: “They fought from heav- 
en, the stars in their courses fought against Sisera” (Judges 
5:20). Since the stars fell on them, these iron spears heated 
up and they went to cool them and wash themselves in the 
Kishon River.’ 


At this point, the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to the Kishon 

River: Go and pay your guarantee that you issued to the 

ministering angel of the sea. Immediately, the Kishon River 

swept them away and cast them into the sea, as it is stated: 

“The Kishon River swept them away, that ancient river” 
(Judges 5:21). What is the meaning of the expression: “ancient 

river”? The Gemara explains: This is referring to the river that 

was appointed a guarantor from ancient times. At that time, 
the fish of the sea began praising God and recited: “And the 

truth of the Lord endures forever,” in reference to God’s 

fulfillment of the promise He issued centuries earlier. 
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The Gemara cites more midrashim on the verses of hallel. Rab- 
bi Shimon ben Lakish said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “Who makes the barren woman dwell in 
her house as a joyful mother of children, halleluya” (Psalms 
113:9)? The Congregation of Israel, i.e., the leaders of the Jew- 
ish people, said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master 
of the Universe, due to their sins, Your children treat me like 
this rat that dwells in the vaults of houses, barely able to find 
a place in the house. 


Rava taught: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“I love that the Lord should hear" my voice and my supplica- 
tions” (Psalms 116:1)? The Congregation of Israel said: Mas- 
ter of the Universe, when am I beloved by You, and I know 
that I am loved? When You hear the voice of my supplica- 
tions. “I was brought low, and He saved me” (Psalms 116:6). 
The Congregation of Israel said before the Holy One, 
Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, although I am lowly 
in mitzvot, as I do not always fulfill them properly, Iam Yours, 
and therefore it is fitting that I should be saved. 


Rav Kahana said: When Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
fell ill, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sent a message to him: Tell us 
two or three matters that you said to us, citing your father. 


He sent back to him: My father said as follows: What is the 

meaning of that which is written: “Praise the Lord, all you 

nations, laud Him all you peoples. For His mercy is great to- 
ward us, and the truth of the Lord endures forever, halleluya” 
(Psalms 117)? What are the nations of the world doing by 
praising God for His great mercies toward Israel? Rabbi Yosei 

explained: Rather, this is what the verse is saying: “Praise the 

Lord, all you nations” for the mighty acts and the wonders 

that God performed before their eyes. All the more so we, 
the recipients of these acts, should praise and thank Him, as 

His mercy is great toward us. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Yishmael sent another ofhis father’s 
teachings to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: In the future, Egypt will 
bring a gift to the Messiah when all of the nations gather 
before him, as the verse says: “Out of Your temple at Jerusalem, 
where kings shall bring presents to you” (Psalms 68:30). The 
Messiah will think it appropriate not to accept gifts from 
them, as the Egyptians abused Israel. The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, will say to the Messiah: Accept their gifts from them, 
as they granted lodging to My children in Egypt. They lived 
there for many years before being enslaved. Immediately, 


“Nobles shall come out of Egypt” (Psalms 68:32). 


Upon seeing that Egypt’s gift has been accepted, Kush will 
want to bring a gift too. Kush will draw an a fortiori inference 
with regard to itself: Just as the gifts of these Egyptians were 
accepted despite the fact that they enslaved the Jewish people, 
all the more so is it not clear that a gift from me, who did not 
enslave them, should be accepted? The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, will say to the Messiah: Accept it from them. Imme- 
diately, “Kush shall hasten to stretch out her hands to God” 
(Psalms 68:32). 


NOTES 


| love that the Lord should hear — yaw? +3 many: The dif- commentaries state that this verse appears disrespectful, as 
ficulty with this verse is that to love is generally a transitive King David seems to be saying that he loves God only when 
verb, whereas here it does not appear to refer to a person or He listens to his pleas. For this reason, the Gemara seeks an 
an object. Therefore, the phrase is understood as a reference alternative to the straightforward meaning of the verse 
to God's love for Israel (Maharsha; Rav Yoshiya Pinto). Some — (/yyun Yaakov). 


Ip AT PID: PEREK X ` 118B 


287 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

Written with a single quill — amx vindipa pana: Some com- 
mentaries explain that Rome writes only negative comments 

about Israel (Arukh; Rashi; Rashbam). Incidentally, the geonim 

use the phrase: Written with a single quill, in reference to any 
unequivocal matter. Other authorities teach that every na- 
tion has two angels, one of which records the nation’s merits, 
while the other inscribes its sins. Rome is the exception to this 

rule. Since it commits exclusively negative acts, it has only a 

single stenographer (geonim). 


The intimacies [kereivot] that they desired - yaw nia yp 
p»yam: The Maharsha's version of the text reads: Battles [kera- 
vot], instead of closeness. This is referring to the wars of Israel's 
rebellion against Nebuchadnezzar during the period of the 
First Temple. These wars were fought against the advice of 
Jeremiah the Prophet. Likewise, toward the end of the Second 
Temple period, the Sages warned against taking up arms 
against Rome. Their pleas were ignored, and the destruction 
of the Temple followed soon after. 


BACKGROUND 

The great city of Rome - min dow bits T2: The statement of 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, was issued when Rome 
was at the pinnacle of its glory and power. The city itself was 
extremely large, with an overflowing population. Since Italy 
could not provide enough food for all of the residents of 
Rome, they imported grain, mainly from Egypt. Abundant 
storehouses were filled to serve the city’s needs. 


Ruins of Trajan’s Market in Rome, thought to be the world’s most ancient 
shopping center 
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After that, the wicked kingdom of Rome will draw an a 
fortiori inference with regard to itself: Just as the gifts of 
these, who are not their brothers, were accepted in this 
manner, we, the descendants of Edom, who are their 
brothers, all the more so is it not clear that our gifts will 
be accepted? The Holy One, Blessed be He, will say to 
Gabriel: “Rebuke the wild beast of the reeds [kaneh], 
the multitude of [adat] the bulls” (Psalms 68:31). Rebuke 
the beast and acquire [keneh] the congregation [eda] of 
Israel. The nation of Rome, which enslaved Israel in its 
current exile, is less worthy than the other two nations. 


Alternatively, the verse “Rebuke the wild beast of the 
reeds,” means rebuke the beast that dwells between the 
reeds, as it is written: “The pig out of the wood ravages 
it, and that which moves in the field feeds on it” (Psalms 
80:14). This verse is referring to Edom, whose behavior is 
compared elsewhere to that of a pig. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said that 
the verse means: Rebuke the beast, all of whose actions 
are written with a single quill.’ Kaneh can mean a reed, 
or a quill. In other words, rebuke a nation that speaks of 
others in only one manner, for the worse. The verse con- 
tinues: “The multitude of the bulls, with the calves of the 
peoples, everyone submitting himself with pieces of silver. 
He has scattered the peoples who delight in war” (Psalms 
68:31). “The multitude of the bulls [abirim], with the 
calves of the peoples”; this is referring to Rome, who 
slaughtered mighty people [abirim] like ownerless 
calves. 


“Everyone submitting himself with pieces of silver,” 


means that the officials of Rome open their hands to 

receive money as bribes or taxes, but actually they do not 
perform the will of their masters, as they cannot be 

trusted even in this regard. “He has scattered the peoples 

who delight in war”; what caused the Jewish people to 

be scattered among the nations of the world? The inti- 
macies that they desired" with them. Their exile among 

the nations was caused by their attraction to the customs 

and behavior of gentiles. 


And Rabbi Yishmael further sent to Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi: There were 365 markets in the great city of Rome,’ 
and each and every one of them contained 365 towers, 
and each and every tower contained 365 floors, and each 
and every floor contained enough food to sustain the 
entire world. 


Rabbi Yishmael also said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and 
some say that he said it to Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yosei: For whom did they store all this food? He replied: 
For you and your colleagues and the colleagues of your 
colleagues, i.e., for the Jewish people and their Sages, as 
it is stated: “Her grain and her hire shall be consecrated 
to the Lord; it shall not be treasured nor laid up; for her 
gain shall be for those who dwell before the Lord, to eat 
their fill, and for stately clothing” (Isaiah 23:18). 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: “It 
shall not be treasured”? Rav Yosef teaches: “It shall not 
be treasured,” this is referring to items brought into a 
storehouse; “nor laid up,’ this means a treasury, where 
valuable items were stored behind guarded walls. What 
is the meaning of the phrase: “Who dwell before the 
Lord?” Rabbi Elazar said: 
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This is one who recognizes his colleague’s place in the yeshiva, 
as he is there often enough to know where everyone sits. Some 
say that Rabbi Elazar said a different explanation: This is one 
who greets his colleague in the yeshiva," as he is always there 
to meet him. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the continuation of 
this verse: “For stately clothing [limekhaseh atik]” This is one 
who conceals [mekhaseh] matters that the Ancient of Days 
[atik yomin], i.e., God, concealed. And what are these? These 
are the secrets of the Torah, the esoteric Act of Creation and 
the Act of the Divine Chariot, which should remain hidden. 
And some say: This verse is referring to one who reveals mat- 
ters that the Ancient of Days concealed. And what are these? 
These are the reasons for different mitzvot in the Torah, which 
should be kept secret. 


The Gemara cites another statement attributed to Rabbi Yish- 
mael, son of Rabbi Yosei. Rav Kahana said, citing Rabbi Yish- 
mael, son of Rabbi Yosei: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “Lamenatzeah a psalm of David” (e.g., Psalms 13:1)? 
It means: Sing to the One who rejoices when conquered 
[shenotzhin oto |. 


Come and see how the characteristics of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, are unlike the characteristics of flesh and 
blood: When a flesh and blood person is conquered, he is sad; 
however, when the Holy One, Blessed be He, is conquered, 
He rejoices, as it is stated: “Therefore He said that He would 
destroy them, had not Moses His chosen stood before Him 
in the breach, to turn back His wrath lest He should destroy 
them” (Psalms 106:23). In this verse Moses is called “His chosen,” 
although he defeated God, as it were, by preventing Him from 
destroying the Jewish people. 


Furthermore, Rav Kahana said, citing Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yosei, who said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said, 
citing Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: What is the meaning of that which 
is written in the description of the sacred hayyot, the angels that 
carried the Divine chariot: “And they had the hands of a man 
under their wings” (Ezekiel 1:8)? Although the word is read 
hands in the plural, actually “his hand” is written in the singu- 
lar. This is the hand of the Holy One, Blessed be He, that is 
spread under the wings of the hayyot to accept penitents from 
the claims of the attribute of justice. God accepts sincere pen- 
itents, despite the fact that in accordance with the strict attribute 
of justice they should not be given the opportunity to repent. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Joseph collected all the 
silver and gold in the world and brought it to Egypt, as it is 
stated: “And Joseph collected all the money found in the land 
of Egypt and in the land of Canaan” (Genesis 47:14). I have 
derived only that he collected the money that was in the land 
of Egypt and that was in the Land of Canaan. From where do 
I derive that he also collected all the money that was in other 
lands? The verse states “And all the land came to Egypt to buy 


food from Joseph, because the famine was sore in all the earth” 


(Genesis 41:57). 


And when the Jewish people ascended from Egypt they took 
this treasure with them, as it is stated: “They despoiled [vaye- 
natzlu] Egypt” (Exodus 12:36). The Sages explain this term. 
Rav Asi said: They made Egypt like this trap [metzuda] for 
birds, where grain is usually placed as bait, in which there is no 
grain. Rabbi Shimon said: They made Egypt like the depths 
[kimetzula] of the sea in which there are no fish." 


NOTES 

One who greets his colleague in the yeshiva — 35 bapan 
aPwa ivan: Some commentaries explain that one should 
come to the yeshiva as early as possible, in accordance with 
the statement: In all my days no one came to the study hall 
before me (Sukka 28a). As the first to arrive, a person will be 
able to greet his colleagues upon their entry, whereas they 
will not be in a position to welcome him into the yeshiva 
(Maharsha). 


Like the depths in which there are no fish - pyw masna 
0937 712: Rashi explains that fish stay near the shore where 
food is more readily available. Other commentaries point out 
that the metaphor Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish chose sheds 
fresh light on the verse, as one who removes fish from the 
sea takes fish that were there before he arrived on the scene. 
Similarly, when Israel left Egypt, they took all of the gold 
and silver that was there previously (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz). 
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NOTES 
Hadrimmon - jia: The name Hadrimmon 
ben Tabrimmon does not appear in the Bible, but 
we do find the names: “Ben Hadad ben Tabrim- 
mon” (| Kings 15:18) and “Hadadrimmon in the 
valley of Megiddon” (Zachariah 12:11), which, ac- 
cording to the Aramaic Targum, is referring to the 
same ben Hadad mentioned in the book of Kings. 


White mules — niy nita: Some commentaries 
explain that the Gemara mentions white mules 
because they are violent and kick dangerously. 
The Gemara’s intention is that even Korah’s ser- 
vants and his animals were evil (Rabbi Shem 
Tov ben Shafut). Others maintain that Korah 
used white mules so that people would be too 
frightened of them to attempt to take the keys 
(Maharsha). 


Dalet, yod, alef, shin, alef, dalet, yod, shin, khaf, 
shin, dalet, khaf, mem, alef, vav, dalet, khaf — 
PTRA PTW WTN wN’: This is a mnemonic 
device for the names of the speakers in the next 
section. They are: David, Yishai, the brothers 
[ahim], Samuel, the brothers, David, Yishai, Samuel, 
everyone [kulam], Samuel, David, everyone. The 
last term signifies that their recitation starts from 
[me] the word odekha, meaning: | will give thanks 
to You (HakKotev). 


The brothers of David recited...David recited - 
‘NT WAN... YX Wax: The basis for the exposition 

is the constant switching back and forth from 

singular to plural in these verses. “I will give thanks 

to You” was recited by David in praise of God for 

choosing him as king. “The stone which the build- 
ers rejected,’was stated by David's father, as David 

was initially overlooked by Samuel. The brothers 

spoke in the plural: “It is marvelous in our eyes.” 
“This is the day” was recited by Samuel the Proph- 
et, who explained that David was God's choice. 
“We beseech You, Lord,’ was said by the brothers, 
when they prayed for David. “Make us prosper,’ is 

a prayer on behalf of the entire nation, recited by 

David himself. Yishai, his father, blessed him, and 

Samuel also blessed him as a Prophet “out of the 

house of God” 


LANGUAGE 


Keys [aklidei] - pope: From the Greek «Aida, 
kleida, meaning keys. 


BACKGROUND 


Keys - pope: 


Key from the mishnaic period 
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And this treasure remained in Eretz Yisrael until the time of 
Rehoboam, at which point Shishak, king of Egypt, came and 
took it from Rehoboam, as it is stated: “And it came to pass in 
the fifth year of king Rehoboam, that Shishak king of Egypt 
came up against Jerusalem. And he took the treasures of the 
house of the Lord, and the treasures of the king’s house; and 
he took away all” (1 Kings 14:25-26). Zerah, king of Kush, who 
ruled over Egypt, later came and took it from Shishak. 


Asa came and took it from Zerah, king of Kush, when he de- 
feated him in battle (11 Chronicles 14) and sent it to Hadrimmon" 
ben Tabrimmon, king of Aram (see 1 Kings 15). The children of 
Ammon came and took it from Hadrimmon ben Tabrimmon, 
as learned by tradition. Jehosaphat came and took it from the 
children of Ammon (see 11 Chronicles 20), and it remained in 
Eretz Yisrael until the reign of Ahaz. 


Sennacherib came and took it from Ahaz. Hezekiah came and 
took it from Sennacherib, and it remained in Jerusalem until 
the reign of Zedekiah. The Chaldeans came and took it from 
Zedekiah. The Persians came and took it from the Chaldeans. 
The Greeks came and took it from the Persians. The Romans 
came and took it from the Greeks, and this treasure of silver and 
gold still remains in Rome. 


With regard to this matter, Rabbi Hama bar Hanina said: Joseph 
hid three treasures in Egypt. One of them was revealed to Ko- 
rah, one was revealed to Antoninos ben Asveiros, king of Rome, 
and one is hidden for the righteous in the future. 


With regard to Korah’s wealth, the Gemara cites the verse: “Riches 
kept by his owner to his hurt” (Ecclesiastes 5:12). Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish said: This is the wealth of Korah, which caused him 
to grow arrogant and lead to his destruction. As itis stated: “And 
what He did to Dathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliab, son of 
Reuben; how the earth opened her mouth and swallowed them 
up, and their households, and their tents, and all the sustenance 
that was at their feet” (Deuteronomy 11:6). Rabbi Elazar said: 
This is referring to a person’s money that stands him upon his 
own two feet. Rabbi Levi said: The keys to Korah’s treasuries 
were a load of three hundred strong white mules," and they 
were all keys [aklidei]" and locks made of leather. 


Dalet, yod, alef, shin, alef, dalet, yod, shin, khaf, shin, dalet, khaf, 
mem, alef, vav, dalet, khaf™ is a mnemonic device for the follow- 
ing passage. Returning to the issue of hallel, the Gemara states that 
these psalms include choruses in which each section is sung by a 
different person. Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi 
Yonatan said that David recited: “I will give thanks to You, for 
You have answered me” (Psalms 118:21), with regard to the suc- 
cess of his reign. Yishai recited: “The stone which the builders 
rejected has become the chief keystone” (Psalms 18:22). The 
brothers of David recited: “This is the Lord’s doing; it is marvel- 
ous in our eyes” (Psalms 18:23). Samuel the Prophet recited: 


“This is the day which the Lord has made; we will rejoice and be 


glad in it” (Psalms 118:24). 


The brothers of David recited: “We beseech You, Lord, save 
now” (Psalms 118:25). David recited: “We beseech You, Lord, 
make us prosper now” (Psalms 118:25). Yishai recited: “Blessed 
be he who comes in the name of the Lord” (Psalms 118:26). 
Samuel recited: “We bless you out of the house of the Lord” 
(Psalms 118:26). They all recited: “The Lord is God, and has 
given us light” (Psalms 118:27). Samuel recited: “Order the 
Festival procession with boughs, even to the horns of the altar” 
(Psalms 118:27). David recited:" “You are my God, and I will give 
thanks to You” (Psalms 118:28). They all recited: “You are my 
God, I will exalt You” (Psalms 18:28). 
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We learned in a mishna there, in Sukka: In a place where they were 
accustomed 


to double" certain verses in hallel, one doubles them and reads 
them twice. In a place where the custom is to recite them simply, 
i.e, only once, one recites them simply. In a place where it is custom- 
ary to recite a blessing after hallel, one should recite a blessing. 
Everything is in accordance with the regional custom. Abaye said: 
They taught that it depends on the local custom only with regard 
to the blessing after hallel; however, in all places it is a mitzva to 
recite a blessing before hallel. As Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel 
said: With regard to all the mitzvot, one recites a blessing over 
them prior to their performance. 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that the word 
over is a formulation that means before an action is performed? 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that this is as it is written: “And 
Ahimaaz ran by way of the square and he passed [vaya‘avor] the 
Kushite” (11 Samuel 18:23), i.e., Ahimaaz overtook the Kushite. 
Abaye said that it is derived from here: “And he passed [avar] 
before them” (Genesis 33:3). Some say that the proofis from here: 
“And their king shall pass on [vaya‘avor] before them, and God at 
their head” (Micah 2:13). 


It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi doubles certain 
matters in hallel. Rabbi Elazar ben Perata added matters to hallel. 
The Gemara asks: What did he add? Certainly this cannot mean 
that Rabbi Elazar ben Perata added statements of his own to hallel. 
Abaye said: He added repetitions, i.e., he repeated other verses, 
from “I will give thanks to You”" and onward. From that point on, 
he repeated each verse. 


In connection to its discussion of hallel, the Gemara cites a state- 
ment that Rav Avira taught. Sometimes he said this exposition 

citing Rav Ami, and sometimes he said it citing Rav Asi: What is 

the meaning of that which is written: “And the child grew and was 

weaned [ vayiggamal]," and Abraham made a great feast on the day 
that Isaac was weaned” (Genesis 21:8)? In the future, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, will prepare a feast for the righteous on the day 
that He extends [sheyigmol] His mercy to the descendants of 
Isaac. After they eat and drink, the celebrants will give Abraham 

our father a cup of blessing to recite the blessing, as he is the first 
of our forefathers. 


And Abraham will say to them: I will not recite the blessing, as I 
am blemished, for the wicked Ishmael came from me. Abraham 

will say to Isaac: Take the cup and recite the blessing. Isaac will 

say to them: I will not recite the blessing, as the wicked Esau came 

from me. Isaac will say to Jacob: Take the cup and recite the bless- 
ing. Jacob will say to them: I will not recite the blessing, as I 

married two sisters, Rachel and Leah, in their lifetimes, and in the 

future the Torah forbade them to me. Although at the time it was 

not prohibited to wed two sisters, this practice would eventually be 

considered a serious transgression. 


Jacob will say to Moses: Take the cup and recite the blessing. 
Moses will say to them: I will not recite the blessing, as I did not 
merit to enter Eretz Yisrael, neither in my life nor in my death. 
Moses will say to Joshua: Take the cup and recite the blessing. 
Joshua will say to them: I will not recite the blessing, as I did not 
merit to have a son. The proof for this is that it is written: “Joshua 
the son of Nun” (Numbers 14:6), and in the genealogical list of 
Ephraim it states: “Nun his son, Joshua his son” (1 Chronicles 7:27). 
Since the verse does not mention any children of Joshua, evidently 
he had no sons. 


“And 


HALAKHA 


In a place where they were accustomed to double - 
biag) amaw oip: Each community should observe its 
local customs with regard to the repetition of verses in 
hallel and with regard to which verses the prayer leader 
recites out loud, followed by the congregation. In gen- 
eral, the practice is to repeat the verses from “I will give 
thanks to you” until the conclusion of hallel. The prayer 
leader recites “So let Israel now say,’and the congregation 
answers, “Give thanks to the Lord,” and likewise with the 
phrase: “So let the house of Aaron now say.’ In certain 
communities, the custom is for the congregation to re- 
cite these verses quietly, even though the prayer leader 
recites them on their behalf (Magen Avraham; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 422:3). 


NOTES 


He added repetitions from “I will give thanks to You” — 
mytin’ biag} ‘din: Tosefot Rid cites Rashi’s interpreta- 
tion that one should repeat the last four verses of Psalm 
118 to continue the format of the previous verses, which 
contain repetitions and parallel structures. 


And the child grew and was weaned basta ban: 
The double mention of Isaac's weaning is apparently 
superfluous: “And the child grew and was weaned and 
Abraham made a great feast on the day that Isaac was 
weaned” (Genesis 21:8). Therefore, the Gemara explains 
that the repetition is referring to the future (Maharsha; 
Rav Yoshiya Pinto). One interpretation is that the phrase: 


“Abraham made a great feast on the day that Isaac was 


weaned,’ is referring to the feast Abraham will prepare 
for David, about whom the verse uses the verb make: 
will make you a great name, like the names of the 
great ones in the earth” (Il Samuel 7:9; see Rabbi Elazar 
Moshe Horowitz). 
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NOTES 


It is fitting for me to recite the blessing - a mi b: This 
passage underscores the greatness of King David, the ancestor 
of the Messiah. All of the personalities in this story were found 
wanting except for David, as he was forgiven for the incident 
involving Bathsheba, the wife of Uriah (Rabbi Shem Tov ben 
Shafut). Some commentaries note that Grace after Meals men- 
tions circumcision, Torah, Eretz Yisrael, and the kingship of David. 
Only King David can mention all of these concepts (Maharsha). 
Furthermore, as a king, David is not permitted to refuse the 
honor that was offered him. Indeed, it is appropriate for a king 
to bless the King of Kings (Yefe Toar). 


One does not conclude after the Paschal lamb with an 
afikoman — pia% noT INK prv px: When the Temple 
was standing, the reason for this prohibition was to avoid 
leaving any meat from the Paschal lamb. Other commentaries 
suggest that if one eats dessert, he thereby demonstrates that 
the Paschal lamb was not filling (Meiri). Nowadays, it is prohib- 
ited eat after the so-called matza of the afikoman, to illustrate 
that one drank the four cups of wine specifically in fulfillment 
of the mitzva (Rav Ya'akov Emden). Alternatively, if one eats after 
the matza of the afikoman, he might neglect to finish the seder. 


Conclude [maftirin] - p YY: There are several different expla- 
nations of this term. Some commentaries state that it means to 
open or begin. If so, the phrase indicates that one should not 
begin eating anything after finishing the Paschal lamb (Rabbi 
Ovadya Bartenura). Others explain that the word means to 
conclude (see Rashi and Rashbam). 


Afikoman — miax: The amora‘im explain this word is ex- 
plained in various ways. According to Rav, it is an amalgamation 
of the Aramaic phrase afiku mani, take out the vessels. Accord- 
ing to Shmuel, it is derived from a different Aramaic phrase, afiku 
mini, take out different kinds (Mikhtam; Rav Yehuda ben Rav 
Binyamin HaRofeh; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). One opinion, cited 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, is that the term means: Kinds of song. 
In accordance with that interpretation, Rav Natan recommends 
avoiding all mundane talk after the seder. 


LANGUAGE 


Afikoman — j1aip*ats: Some say that this is from the Greek 
¿nikwpov, epikomon, meaning food that is part of a festive 
meal. This statement is in keeping with Rav's explanation and 
the opinion in the Jerusalem Talmud that the word means 
songs. Others state that even in Greek, the word has a broader 
meaning, as it refers to food eaten or activities performed after 
a meal. 


Mushrooms [urdilaei] - TNN: Apparently from the Arabic 
a,s, arad, meaning mushrooms. 


BACKGROUND 


Mushrooms — TN: Truffles, from the Tuberaceae family, 
are a unique type of mushroom that grow entirely underground. 
The fruit itself is shaped as a round bulb. Truffles can be black, 
brown or off-white. The diameter of a truffle is normally 3.5 cm, 
but it can grow up to 10 cm, with larger truffles weighing as 
much as 1 kg. 

These mushrooms can be located by examining the shape 
of the ground above them or by using animals trained to find 
them. Most young truffles are edible and are considered a 
delicacy. 
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Joshua will say to David: Take the cup and recite the blessing. 
David will say to them: I will recite the blessing, and it is fitting 
for me to recite the blessing," as it is stated: “I will lift up the 
cup of salvation, and I will call upon the name of the Lord” 
(Psalms 116:13). 


MISHN 


One does not conclude after the Paschal 
lamb with an afikoman." 


© E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is the meaning 


of afikoman? Rav said: It means that a 
member of a group that ate the Paschal lamb together should 
not leave that group to join another group. One who joined one 
group for the Paschal lamb may not leave and take food with him. 
According to this interpretation, afikoman is derived from the 
phrase afiku mani, take out the vessels. The reason for this pro- 
hibition is that people might remove the Paschal lamb to an- 
other location after they had begun to eat it elsewhere. This is 
prohibited, as the Paschal lamb must be eaten in a single location 
by one group. 


And Shmuel said: It means that one may not eat dessert after 
the meal, like mushrooms [urdila’ei|‘* for me, and chicks for 
Abba, Rav. It was customary for them to eat delicacies after the 
meal. And Rav Hanina bar Sheila and Rabbi Yohanan say: 
Afikoman refers to foods such as dates, roasted grains, and nuts, 
which are eaten during the meal. It was taught in a baraita in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: One does not 
conclude by eating after the Paschal lamb foods such as dates, 
roasted grains, and nuts. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said an additional halakha: Now- 
adays, when we have no Paschal lamb, one does not conclude 
after matza with an afikoman." The Gemara asks: We learned 
in the mishna that one does not conclude" after the Paschal 
lamb with an afikoman." The Gemara infers from the mishna: 
It is after the Paschal lamb that one may not conclude with an 
afikoman; however, after matza one may conclude with an 
afikoman. This statement of the mishna apparently contradicts 
Shmuel’s ruling. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: That is an incorrect infer- 
ence, as the mishna is stated in the style of: Needless to say. The 
mishna should be understood as follows: Needless to say that 
one may not conclude with an afikoman after eating matza, as 
the taste of matza is slight. If one eats anything else afterward, 
the taste of the matza will dissipate. However, after the Paschal 
lamb, which has a strong taste that is not easily removed, 
one might think that we have no problem with it. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that it is prohibited to conclude with an 
afikoman after the Paschal lamb as well. 


The Gemara proposes: Let us say that the Tosefta supports 
Shmuel’s ruling: With regard to unleavened sponge cakes, cakes 
fried in oil and honey, and honey cakes, a person may fill his 
stomach with them on Passover night, provided that he eats 
an olive-bulk of matza after all that food. The Gemara infers 
from here that if he eats the matza after those cakes, yes, this is 
acceptable, as the matza is eaten last. 


HALAKHA 


One does not conclude after matza with an afikoman - 
JAPON TY INK PPV prs: After eating the final olive-bulk 
portion of matza, called the afikoman, no more food should 
be eaten. The halakha is in accordance with the opinions 
of Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan. Some authorities state that 
if one ate food after the afikoman, he should consume an 
additional olive-bulk portion of matza (Eliya Rabba). Oth- 
ers disagree, maintaining that there is no need to eat more 


(Beer Heitev). In addition, it is prohibited to drink after the 
matza of the afikoman (Magen Avraham). However, most 
authorities concur that only drinking alcoholic bever- 
ages is prohibited, while other drinks are permitted (Beer 
Heitev). Later authorities write that one should drink noth- 
ing apart from water, unless it is absolutely necessary 
(Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 478:1). 
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However, if one eats matza before these other foods, no, one may 
not start eating other foods after matza. The mishna apparently 
supports Rav Yehuda’s opinion. The Gemara rejects this proof: The 
Tosefta is stated in the style of: Needless to say. Needless to say, one 
fulfills his obligation if he eats matza before other foods, as he eats 
it with an appetite. However, if one eats matza after eating other 
foods, perhaps he will come to eat it in the manner of excessive 
eating, as he is compelled to eat when he is not hungry. Conse- 
quently, you might say that one does not fulfill his obligation if he 
eats matza after all those other foods. Therefore, the Tosefta teaches 
us that one may eat matza even after consuming those foods. 


This is how Mar Zutra taught this discussion: Rav Yosef said that 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: One may conclude after the 

matza with an afikoman. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the 

mishna supports his opinion: One does not conclude after the 

Paschal lamb with an afikoman. The Gemara infers: It is after the 

Paschal lamb that one may not conclude with an afikoman; how- 
ever, after matza one may conclude with an afikoman. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: The mishnais stated in the style 
of: Needless to say. Needless to say, one may not conclude with 
an afikoman after eating matza, as the taste of matza is slight; how- 
ever, after the Paschal lamb, one might say that this prohibition 
does not apply. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that it is prohib- 
ited to conclude with an afikoman after the Paschal lamb as well. 


The Gemara raises an objection: With regard to unleavened sponge 
cakes, cakes fried in oil and honey, and honey cakes, a person may 
fill his stomach with them on Passover night, provided that he eats 
an olive-bulk of matza after consuming them. The Gemara infers 
from here that ifhe eats matza after those cakes, yes, this is permit- 
ted; however, if one eats matza before these other foods, no, this is 
not an acceptable practice. 


The Gemara answers: As explained above, the Tosefta is stated in the 
style of: Needless to say. Needless to say, one fulfills his obligation 
if he eats matza before other foods, as he eats it with an appetite. 
However, if he eats matza after eating other foods, when he might 
come to eat it in the manner of an excessive eating, you might say 
that one does not fulfill his obligation ifhe eats matza after all those 
other foods. Therefore, the Tosefta teaches us that one may eat 
matza even after consuming those foods. 


Rava said: The mitzva of matza nowadays," even after the destruc- 
tion of the Temple, applies by Torah law; but the mitzva to eat 
bitter herbs" applies by rabbinic law. The Gemara asks: And in 
what way is the mitzva of bitter herbs different from matza? As it 
is written, with regard to the Paschal lamb: “They shall eat it with 
matzot and bitter herbs” (Numbers 9:11), from which it is derived: 
When there is an obligation to eat the Paschal lamb, there is like- 
wise a mitzva to eat bitter herbs; and when there is no obligation 
to eat the Paschal lamb, there is also no mitzva to eat bitter herbs. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, the same reasoning should apply to 
matzaas well, as it is written: “With matzot and bitter herbs.” The 
mitzva of matza should also depend on the obligation of the Paschal 
lamb. The Gemara rejects this contention: The verse repeats the 
obligation to eat matza, as it states: “In the first month, on the 
fourteenth day of the month in the evening, you shall eat matzot” 
(Exodus 12:18). This verse establishes a separate obligation to eat 
matza, unrelated to the Paschal lamb. And Rav Aha bar Ya’akov 
said: Nowadays, both this, the mitzva to eat matza, and that, the 
mitzva to eat bitter herbs, apply by rabbinic law, as the Torah obliga- 
tion to eat these foods is in effect only when the Paschal lamb is 
sacrificed. 


HALAKHA 


Matza nowadays — mī pata mg: Nowadays, the 
mitzva to eat matza is a Torah’ obligation, as the 
mitzva applies at all times and is not dependent 
on the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava and the barai- 
ta cited in support (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:1). 


Bitter herbs nowadays — m7 paa Wa: The mitzva 
to eat bitter herbs is contingent upon the Paschal 
lamb, as bitter herbs accompany the offering. There- 
fore, by Torah law this obligation applies only when 
the Temple is standing. The Sages, however, ruled 
that bitter herbs must be eaten nowadays as well 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 
7:12). 
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NOTES 


It was written with regard to this and it was written 
with regard to that and both are necessary — 712 IND 
sQI NTA DPN: In other words, it is impossible to learn 
the different cases from each other, and therefore both 
verses are necessary. The verse that teaches that an uncir- 
cumcised person and an alien are obligated to eat matza 
is necessary, as this halakha cannot be derived from the 
cases of an impure and a distant person because they may 
eat the second Pesah, an option that is unavailable to an 
uncircumcised man and an alien. At the same time, one 
could argue that the halakha of an uncircumcised person 
and an alien, as undesirables, should be more stringent 
than that of an impure or distant person. Consequently, it 
is necessary for another verse to teach us that an impure 
and a distant person must eat matza, despite the fact that 
they are unable to partake of the Paschal lamb. 


Was explicitly singled out to teach - aah Yoon Ja Ny: 
This is one of the thirteen principles used to expound the 
Torah: When various details are included in a generalization 
and a verse excludes one item from the generalization, that 
item is not regarded as an exception to the rule, but as the 
model for all of the other items in the category. 


The first night is optional - nw jiw T: Why doesn't 
he Gemara state the opposite claim, that the fact that 
here is a Torah obligation to eat matza on the first night of 
Passover indicates that the first night was singled out from 
he other nights, and therefore a similar halakha should 
apply to all nights of the Festival? The answer is that this 
ype of exegesis is used only for a halakha that is stated 
clearly in the Torah. In this instance, however, the halakha 
hat it is merely optional to eat matza on all of the nights 
of Passover is not stated explicitly but is derived from the 
verses, as explained in the Gemara. Therefore, in this case, 
one cannot apply the principle that something that was 
included in a generalization was explicitly singled out to 
teach (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 

Eating matza on the last six days - Den nwwa nyn: 
Eating matza is obligatory only on the first night of Pass- 
over. From that point onward, it is optional to consume 
matza during the remainder of the Festival. Although one 
is obligated to eat a meal of matza each day in honor of 
the Festival, one may use rich, enhanced matza for this pur- 
pose after the first night (Beer Heitev, citing the Ran). Some 
authorities say that it is a mitzva to eat matza throughout 
the festival of Passover (Mishna Berura, citing the Vilna 
Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:7). 
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The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it written: “In the evening, you 
shall eat matzot”? The Gemara answers: Rav Aha bar Yaakov needs 
that verse for the following halakha: When the Temple was standing, 
one who was ritually impure or one who was on a distant road 
was nonetheless obligated to eat matza. As it could enter your 
mind to say that since these two categories of people do not eat 
the Paschal lamb on the first Pesah, they also do not eat matza and 
bitter herbs. According to Rav Aha bar Yaakov, this verse teaches 
us that even one who was ritually impure and one who was on a 
distant road are obligated to eat matza and bitter herbs, as these 
mitzvot do not depend on one’s eligibility to sacrifice the Paschal 
lamb on the first Pesah. 


The Gemara asks: And Rava, who maintains that it is a mitzva from 
the Torah to eat matza nowadays, how could he respond to that 
interpretation of the verse? Rava could have said to you: I do not 
require a special verse to teach that a ritually impure person and 
a person who was on a distant road are obligated to eat matza. 
These people are obligated because they are no worse than an un- 
circumcised man or an alien, i.e., one who does not observe the 
mitzvot, who are obligated to eat matza despite the fact that they do 
not sacrifice the Paschal lamb. As it was taught in a baraita: “But 
no uncircumcised man shall eat from it” (Exodus 12:48). “From 
it” indicates that he may not eat from the Paschal lamb; however, 
he does eat matza and bitter herbs. The same is true for anyone 
else who is prevented from eating the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara asks: And the other, Rav Aha bar Ya'akov, how does he 

respond to this argument? The Gemara answers: According to Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov, the halakha that one must eat matza and bitter 
herbs despite being unable to partake of the Paschal lamb was writ- 
ten with regard to this person, an uncircumcised man, and it was 

written also with regard to that one, a ritually impure person, and 

both verses are necessary." We cannot learn the halakha of a ritu- 
ally impure person from that of an uncircumcised man, or vice 

versa, as is explained in several places. 


The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in accordance 

with the opinion of Rava: “Six days you shall eat matzot, and on 

the seventh day shall be a solemn assembly to the Lord your God” 
(Deuteronomy 16:8). Just as eating matza on the seventh day is 

merely optional, i.e., there is no obligation to eat matza on the last 

day of Passover, but only to avoid eating leavened bread, as the verse 

states: “Six days you shall eat matzot,” so too, eating matza during 

the first six days is optional. 


What is the reason that it is optional to eat matza on the first six 
days of Passover as well as the seventh? The seventh day of Passover 

is something that was included in a generalization but was ex- 
plicitly singled out to teach." According to the rules of exegesis, it 

was intended to teach not just about itself but about the entire 

generalization. In other words, the seventh day of Passover was 

initially included in the verse: “You shall eat matzot for seven days” 
(Exodus 12:15), but was excluded from this generalization by the 

verse: “Six days you shall eat matzot.’ In accordance with the above 

principle, the halakha of the seventh day applies to all the other days 

of Passover as well. That means there is no obligation to eat matza 

for all seven days of the Festival, but only on the first day." 


The baraita continues: I might have thought that even the mitzva 
to eat matza on the first night of Passover is included by the above 
principle, and it too is merely optional; therefore, the verse states: 

“They shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs” (Numbers 9:11). 


Ihave derived nothing other than that one is obligated to eat matza 
when the Temple is standing. From where is it derived that one is 
obligated to eat matza on the first night of Passover even when the 
Temple is not standing? The verse states: “In the evening you 
shall eat matzot.” The verse here establishes the mitzva of matza 
as obligatory, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. 
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MISHNA! some o E e participants ace ese er 


fell asleep," thereby interrupting their 
meal, they may eat from the Paschal lamb when they awake. 
If the entire company fell asleep, they may not eat any more. 
If they all fall asleep, this is considered a complete interruption, 
and if they were to resume their meal it would be akin to eating 
the offering in two different places. 


Rabbi Yosei says: If they dozed they may eat" from the Pas- 
chal lamb when they awake, but if they fell fast asleep they 
may not eat from it. The Sages further said: The Paschal lamb 
after midnight renders one’s hands ritually impure, as it 
becomes notar, an offering that remained after the time when 
they may be eaten has expired; and the Sages ruled that both 
piggul, offerings that were invalidated due to inappropriate 
intent while being sacrificed, and notar" render one’s hands 
ritually impure. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna that Rabbi 
Yosei says: If they dozed" they may 
eat from the Paschal lamb, but if they fell asleep they may not 
eat" from it. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances 
of dozing? Rav Ashi said: One is asleep but not asleep, 
awake but not awake, when, if they call him, he will answer, 
but he is unable to provide a reasonable answer. And when 
they later inform him of what happened, he remembers it. 


The Gemara cites a related episode: Abaye was sitting before 
Rabba, and he saw that Rabba was dozing off after he had 
begun to eat the final obligatory piece of matza. He said to 
him: Is the Master sleeping? Rabba said to him: Iam dozing, 
and we learned in the mishna: If they dozed, they may eat 
from the Paschal lamb, but if they fell fast asleep they may not 
eat from it." 


We learned in the mishna that the Paschal lamb after mid- 
night renders one’s hands ritually impure. The Gemara in- 
fers: Apparently, from midnight and onward the Paschal 
lamb is classified as notar. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna 
who maintains this opinion? 


NOTES 


If they dozed they may eat - box aI): The commen- 
taries disagree as to whether Rabbi Yosei is referring to the 
first clause of the mishna or the last clause. If he is referring 
to the first clause, which states that if part of the group slept, 
they may eat, Rabbi Yosei is saying that they may continue 


switching 
or from on 
reason for 


rom one group of the Paschal lamb to another, 
e place to another (see Rashi; Rashbam), another 
his prohibition is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud: 


The Paschal lamb is invalidated if one takes his mind off of 


it (Ra'avad). 


eating only if part of the group dozes (Rashbam). According 
to this opinion, Rabbi Yosei’s ruling is more stringent than 
that of the first tanna. If Rabbi Yosei is referring to the last 
clause of the mishna, he is stating that even if everyone 
dozes, they may still eat, as the prohibition against continu- 
ing to eat the offering applies only if the entire group 


asleep (Me‘iri; Maharam Halawa). 


If they fell asleep they may not eat - 


addition to the resemblance between 


Rabba’s dozing - 731 bw #2): Some commentaries ex- 
plain that Rabba and Abaye were eating together on seder 
night, and Rabba dozed off during the seder (Rashbam). 
Others reject this explanation and assert that it was an or- 
dinary night, and the story is cited only because it involves 
dozing during a meal (Me'iri; Maharam Halawa). The fact that 
Rava could cite the relevant section of the mishna proves 
that he was not fully asleep (Ben Yehoyada). 


alls 


ove web gata: In 
falling asleep and 


HALAKHA 

Slept during the Passover seder - npa Jp nywa nw»: If all of the 
people present at a seder fell asleep, they may not eat any more 
food upon awaking. However, if only some of those present fell 
asleep, they may continue eating. The Rambam asserts that this 
halakha applies not only to the Paschal lamb but to matza as well 
(Maggid Mishne). This halakha is in effect only if they had begun to 
eat the afikoman. However, if one slept before that point, it is not 
considered an interruption in his meal (Rema, citing the Tur and 
Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 478:2). 


——  HALAKHA 
Piggul and notar - niam Dian: Touching piggul and notar renders 
one’s hands ritually impure by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:3). 


Dozed — 13333): If an entire group of people at a Passover seder 
dozed off, they may continue eating when they awaken. This ruling 
is in accordance with the Rambam’s explanation that Rabbi Yosei 
disagrees with the first statement of the mishna, as opposed to the 
interpretation of the Rashbam (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 478:2). 
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NOTES 
Who...it is Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah - why +31... 
may ya: As stated in the Jerusalem Talmud, itis ae 


to explain the mishna according to Rabbi Akiva's opinion 
as well, as Rabbi Akiva concedes that there is a rabbinic 
prohibition against eating the Paschal lamb after midnight 
(Mordekhai). 
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Rav Yosef said: It is Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya," as it was taught 

in a baraita: With regard to the verse “And they shall eat of the meat 

on that night” (Exodus 12:8), Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: Here 

it is stated “on that night,” from which it cannot be determined when 

the night ends. And below it is stated: “And I will pass through 

the land of Egypt on that night and I will strike every firstborn in 

the land of Egypt” (Exodus 12:12). The Torah states with regard to the 

death of the firstborns: “Thus said the Lord: At about midnight, I will 

go out into the midst of Egypt and every firstborn in Egypt shall die” 
(Exodus 11:4-5). 


The baraita continues: Just as in the verse below, the striking of the 
firstborns took place until midnight, as stated explicitly in the verse, 
so too, in the verse here, the mitzva to eat the Paschal lamb continues 
until midnight but not beyond. Evidently, the Paschal lamb may not 
be eaten after midnight. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya: But wasn’t it already 
stated: “Thus you shall eat it, with your loins girded, your shoes on 
your feet, your staffs in your hands, and you will eat it in haste, for it 
is the Paschal offering for the Lord” (Exodus 12:11)? This verse indi- 
cates that the Paschal lamb may be eaten until the time of haste, i.e., 
until dawn, as the Jewish people left Egypt the next day. 


Rabbi Akiva continues: If that is so, what is the meaning when 
the verse states: “On that night,” with regard to eating the Paschal 
lamb? The Gemara explains that this phrase is necessary, as I might 
have thought that the Paschal lamb is eaten during the day, like all 
other offerings, which must be slaughtered and eaten during the day. 
Therefore, the verse states: “On that night,” to underscore that this 
particular offering is eaten at night, and it is not eaten during the 
day. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Akiva, what does he do with the word 
“that”? As he doesn’t use it for a verbal analogy, what does Rabbi 
Akiva learn from this word? The Gemara answers: He needs it to 
exclude another night. It could enter your mind to say that since 
the Paschal lamb falls into the category of offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity, and peace-offerings are also offerings of lesser sanctity, just as 
peace-offerings may be eaten for two days and one night, i.e., the 
day they are sacrificed through the following day, as stated in the 
Torah, so too, the same halakha should apply to the Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara explains the previous statement. How could the Paschal 

lamb be eaten for two days and one night if one starts eating it at night? 

The Gemara explains: One may say: I will substitute the nights that 

the Paschal lamb may be eaten instead of the days that a peace- 
offering is eaten. And accordingly, the Paschal lamb may be eaten for 

two nights and one day. Therefore, the Torah wrote the word “that,” 
to teach that the Paschal lamb may be eaten only on that one night. 


And Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, from where might he derive the hala- 
kha that the Paschal lamb may not be eaten for two nights? Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya could have said to you: This halakha is derived 
from the verse: “You shall let nothing of it remain until the morn- 
ing; and that of it which remains until the morning you shall burn 
with fire” (Exodus 12:10). If it is prohibited to leave any part of the 
Paschal lamb until the morning, it is certainly prohibited to leave any 
of it until the following night. Therefore, it is unnecessary to cite an 
additional source to teach that the Paschal lamb may be eaten only on 
the first night. 


And Rabbi Akiva could have said to you, in response to this argu- 
ment: If the Torah hadn’t written “on that night,” I would have said: 

What is indicated by the word “morning” in that verse? It means the 

second morning after the Festival, the day of the sixteenth of Nisan. 
Therefore, it was necessary for the Torah to write that one may eat the 

Paschal lamb only on that night and no other. And Rabbi Elazar could 

have said to you in response: Anywhere that the Torah writes “morn- 
ing,” it is referring to the first, i.e., the next morning. If that were not 

the case, no biblical text could have any definitive meaning. 
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Rava said: Nowadays, if one ate matza after midnight," ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, he has not 
fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara expresses surprise at this 
statement: It is obvious that this is the case, for since the verse 
juxtaposes matza to the Paschal lamb, it is considered like the 
Paschal lamb, and therefore matza may also be eaten only until 
midnight. 


The Gemara answers: Rava’s statement is necessary, lest you say 
that the verse has removed the halakha of matza from this 
juxtaposition, as Rava maintains that eating matza is a distinct 
mitzva that applies even nowadays. One might therefore have 
thought that the halakhot of eating matza differ entirely from 
those of the Paschal lamb. Rava therefore teaches us that when 
the verse repeats the mitzva to eat matza on the first night, it 
restores this mitzva to its original status, which means that one 
may eat matza only at a time when he may also eat the Paschal 
lamb. 


The mishna taught that piggul and notar render one’s hands 
ritually impure. This issue is subject to a dispute between Rav 
Huna and Rav Hisda. One of them said: The reason for this 
enactment is due to suspected priests, i.e., priests who were 
suspected of invalidating offerings; and the other one said the 
reason is due to lazy priests. Rav Huna and Rav Hisda also 
disagree about another matter: One of them said that the ritual 
impurity of notar and piggul applies even to an olive-bulk of the 
meat; and one of them said it applies only to an egg-bulk." 


The Gemara explains that there is no dispute between Rav Huna 
and Rav Hisda concerning the reason for the prohibition. One 
of these two Sages teaches his explanation with regard to the 
case of piggul, mentioned in the mishna; and the other one 
teaches it with regard to notar. 


The Gemara elaborates: The one who teaches it with regard to 
piggul maintains that the reason is due to suspected priests." 
Asa result of enmity between priests, one priest might cause the 
offerings of another to become piggul. To dissuade priests from 
doing so, the Sages instituted that one who touches piggul is 
rendered ritually impure, which ensures that the offending 
priest also suffers from his actions. He who teaches this explana- 
tion with regard to notar claims that the reason is due to lazy 
priests, to prevent sloth among the priests. The Sages decreed 
that notar causes ritual impurity, to ensure that the priests ate 
the sacrificial meat within the allotted time. 


It was stated above that Rav Huna and Rav Hisda disagree with 
regard to the size of the meat that confers ritual impurity. One 
of them said that an olive-bulk of meat contracts ritual impu- 
rity, and one of them said that only an egg-bulk contracts ritu- 
al impurity. The Gemara explains the reasoning behind this 
debate. The one who said that an olive-bulk contracts ritual 
impurity maintains that the ritual impurity of notar and piggul 
is similar to its prohibition. Since notar and piggul are prohib- 
ited when they are an olive-bulk, the same applies to their ritu- 
al impurity. And the one who said that sacrificial meat becomes 
ritually impure when it is an egg-bulk maintains that it is simi- 
lar to its ritual impurity. In other words, just as the minimum 
size of ritual impurity for other types of meat is an egg-bulk, the 
same applies to piggul and notar. 


HALAKHA 
Matza after midnight - nisn 3NW...7¥72: One should be careful not 
to eat the final olive-bulk portion of matza, i.e., the afikoman, after 
midnight, as the ruling of the halakha is in accordance with the 
stringent opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya (Rosh). Furthermore, 
the bitter herbs should also be eaten and hallel recited before mid- 
night (Rema based on the Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4771). 


The measure of piggu! for ritual impurity — bap NKW yw: An 
offering disqualified by improper intention [piggu!] and leftover 
sacrificial meat [notar] both contract ritual impurity if they contain at 
least an egg-bulk of meat. Since their ritual impurity is rabbinic, the 
halakha is lenient in this regard and they do not contract ritual im- 
purity when they are merely the size of an olive-bulk (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 8:3). 


NOTES 
Due to suspected priests — 731713 "Tw Ow: Some commentaries 
explain that if people see priests touching an offering disqualified 
by piggul, they will suspect the priests of planning to eat it afterward. 
Therefore, the Sages decreed that all offerings disqualified by piggul 
are ritually impure, so the priests will not even touch them (Arukh). 
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HALAKHA 


The blessing recited over the Paschal lamb and the Festival 
offering - nam MbS7 n273: The blessing recited over the Pas- 
chal lamb does not exempt one from reciting a blessing over the 
Festival peace-offering, nor does the blessing recited over the 
Festival offering exempt one from reciting a blessing over the 
Paschal lamb. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva, whose 
opinion is generally accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 8:7). 
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PEREK X ` 121A: .KX3p 91” p9 


ny Wwd-NosT naa qra ITV 
w3 x’-na by me ty natbw 
24 i byw "BY TIT NDS by ny 
ined inpia i KD IK xDpY 

Ampia 


ayab mah xyanws 7103 
hr DOW bbsa apt - bryn 
mpy hya npa 


Sooa apow x) KIP IIT 
apaw bba npr N TPN 


MI SH NA If one recited the blessing over the 

Paschal lamb, which is: Who sanctified 
us with His mitzvot and commanded us to eat the Paschal lamb, 
he has also exempted himself from reciting a blessing over the 
Festival offering.’ The blessing for the Festival peace-offering 
of the fourteenth of Nisan is: Who sanctified us with His mitz- 
vot and commanded us to eat the offering. However, if he re- 
cited the blessing over the Festival offering, he has not ex- 
empted himself from reciting a blessing over the Paschal lamb. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: 
This blessing does not exempt one from reciting a blessing 
over this one, and that blessing does not exempt that one, as 
there is a separate blessing for each offering." 


G E M ARA®* Gemara explains the opinions of 


the tanna’im in the mishna. When you 
analyze the matter you will find that according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yishmael, sprinkling of the blood on the altar is 
included in the more general category of pouring." In other 
words, the blessing over the Paschal lamb, whose blood is 
poured, includes the Festival peace-offering, whose blood is 
sprinkled, as sprinkling is included within the general catego- 
ry of pouring. But conversely, pouring is not included in 
sprinkling. Consequently, when one recites the blessing over 
the Festival peace-offering, he has not exempted himself from 
reciting a blessing over the Paschal lamb. 


By contrast, according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, these 
are two separate mitzvot: Pouring is not included in sprin- 
kling, and sprinkling is not included in pouring. Therefore, 
Rabbi Akiva maintains that each offering requires its own 
blessing." 


NOTES 


The blessing over the Paschal lamb and the Festival 
offering — nam noan Nata: Several commentaries state 
that the Gemara is not in fact discussing the blessings recited 
before eating sacrificial meat. Rather, it is referring to the 
blessings recited when these offerings are actually sacrificed. 
This interpretation fits better with the continuation of the 
Gemara, which discusses the relationship between sprinkling 
and pouring sacrificial blood (Rabbi Betzalel HaKohen). 


Paschal lamb and Festival offering — nati mp3: Most com- 
mentaries maintain that the other offering mentioned here 
is the Festival peace-offering that was sacrificed on the four- 
teenth of Nisan. This offering was consumed together with 
the Paschal lamb. Although the Festival peace-offering is 
eaten before the Paschal lamb, it is still possible that one 
might forget to recite its blessing at the proper time or err 
and recite the blessing for the Paschal lamb over the Festival 
peace-offering (Or Zarua). Others state that this passage is 
referring to offerings in general, e.g., one who sacrificed a 
vow or a free-will offering on Passover eve. 


Pouring and sprinkling — nya naw: The reason why 


sprinkling might be included in pouring is that pouring 
sacrificial blood on the wall of the altar is the simplest and, 
therefore, the most common way that blood is sprinkled. 
All other types of sprinkling are more complex actions, and 
therefore they can be viewed as included in the general 
category of pouring. This is similar to the halakha that one 
who recites a general blessing over food, such as: By His 
word all things came to be, has fulfilled his obligation to 
recite a blessing over a more specific food, e.g., Who creates 
fruit of the ground. 


The dispute between Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva - 
xppy ay bxyaw npma: According to the Jerusalem 

Talmud, the dispute i is whether the blessing for the Paschal 

lamb is included in the blessing over the Festival peace- 
offering, because the Paschal lamb belongs to the larger 
category of offerings, or whether the decisive factor is that 
the Passover offering is the primary offering and the Festival 

peace-offering is secondary to it. The halakha is that a bless- 
ing over a primary food exempts one from reciting a blessing 

over the secondary item (Meri). 
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The Gemara discusses another case concerning the order of the 
blessings: Rabbi Simlai attended a redemption of the firstborn 
son." The celebrants raised a dilemma before him with regard 
to the blessings. First they noted that it is obvious that the bless- 
ing over the redemption of a first born son, which is: Who 
sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us over the 
redemption of the firstborn son, is certainly recited by the fa- 
ther of the son, as he is the one obligated to redeem his son. 
However, with regard to the second blessing: Blessed are You, 
Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has given us life 
[sheheheyanu]," sustained us, and brought us to this time, does 
the priest recite this blessing, or does the father" of the son 
recite it? 


The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma. It can be sug- 
gested that the priest recites the blessing, as he benefits from 
the five sela he receives when the boy is redeemed. The blessing 
of shehehiyanu is generally recited by the one who receives the 
benefit. Or, perhaps the father of the son recites sheheheyanu, as 
he is the one who performs the mitzva. Rabbi Simlai did not 
have an answer readily available, and he went to ask this question 
in the study hall. The scholars said to him that the father of the 
son recites the two blessings: Over the redemption of the son 
and sheheheyanu. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is 
that the father of the son recites two blessings." 


NOTES 

Redemption of the firstborn son — jaz yi: The mitzva to 
redeem a firstborn son is mentioned in several places in the To- 
rah (Exodus 13:2; Numbers 3:11-13, 3:44-51). In short, a woman's 
firstborn son belongs to the priest. The boy's father redeems the 
baby for a fixed sum of five sela. One whose father is a Levi or 
priest and one whose mother is the daughter of a Levi or priest 
is not subject to this mitzva. 


Who recites the blessing: Who has given us life — 74/2 2 
wn: Some commentaries state that both the father, who 
performs the mitzva, and the priest, who receives the beneftt, 
may recite the blessing. The dispute in this context is which 
of them has the greater obligation. The individual whose ob- 
ligation is greater should recite the blessing, while the other 
person fulfills his obligation by answering: Amen (Rav Shmuel 
Strashun). 


The father and the priest — 17131 2%: Some commentaries 
explain the two sides of the issue as follows: It can be claimed 
that the father should not recite the blessing, as he loses money 
through the mitzva. Therefore, the priest, who benefits from the 
mitzva, should recite sheheheyanu. Conversely, one could say 
that the father’s joy over the fact that his son is thirty days old is 
sufficient cause for him to recite the blessing (Nimmukei Yosef). 


HALAKHA 
The blessings over the redemption of the son - 179 nin1a 
121: The father of the child recites two blessings at the redemp- 
tion of his firstborn: Who commanded us over the redemption 
of the son, and: Who has given us life [sheheheyanu] (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 305:10). 


NDP IT PI: PEREK X-121B 299 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Despite its changing face in each generation and in disparate communities, the 
order of Passover night has nevertheless retained its basic structure. This structure 
is grounded in the words of the Torah and the early customs developed in the times 
of the Prophets. Its full expression, which is barely different from its current form, 
was delineated by the Gemara in this chapter. 


Even after the destruction of the Temple, when the Paschal lamb ceased to provide 
the central focus of the evening, the essential structure of the night remains the same. 
This includes the various requirements of washing one’s hands and the consumption 
of matza, bitter herbs, karpas, and haroset. All this is in the context of a family meal, 
including the children, as the narrative of the Exodus is recounted. 


The ageless four questions and the customary answers in their traditional style form 
a single unit that focuses on the redemptive night in Egypt and the yearning for the 
future redemption. The various rabbinic enactments, customs, insights, and bibli- 
cal exegeses have become a fixed part of the night’s order. Even the various tactics 
designed to spark the children’s interest are still employed, together with the lean- 
ing and the other expression of royal freedom, including the four cups of wine that 
express the hope and joy of redemption. 


Summary of 
Perek X 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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254...One who drinks wine that is dripping — 99 PY Nw p2 
255...Lets blood — 31D” 

68...The second tithe — yw wy 

245...Ritual bath — mpa 

158. ..A corpse that had no one to bury it - mya na 


al 
285. .. Nebuchadnezzar — W¥37312 
286.. .Kishon River — twp hm 
Dotted over the letter heh — 7tby a 
180...in the word distant [rehoka] 


D 
281. . Elders of Pumbedita — xna0157 2D 
11...Place his hand on its head — why it aio 
182... The thickness of the firmament — ky*PTT KIND 
271...Net- 2p 
251...Wearing shoes — 312 O%D 


y 

184. ..Ursa Major and Scorpio - 7731 may 
73...Omer— niy 
271...Remove the table — nwa ny p pip 
263...Ravens — pay 
A she-goat does not require — mre NYY VY Y 

200...the fat tail to be burned on the altar 
134...Eilam -oby 


a) 
228... The scholars of Pumbedita — '%m1203 
A public domain — pata mw impos 
251...crosses between them 
247...The public lecture [pirka] — X99 
244...Linen — pwa 


z 
228...Forms on coins — KNT KY 


244... Tzippori — 9¥ 
7...Roasting — imby 


P 
33. . Cleaver — D1) 
241...Windpipe...esophagus — bW...7132 


5 

113... The ends of the ribs — DDD Wr 

The quarter-log measurement — 7A by myo) 
244...of the Torah 

61... The Exilarch — xmbs w 

286...Chosen chariots — 973 237 


w 
245... Table of the Temple — wpn bw now 
258...Black ox = sin vw 
7... Its slaughter — inom 
139...Shishak — pure 
257...Shekhantziv — »¥33v 
73... The two loaves — onda Bal 


n 
238... Thirteen soakings — 343 adn 
Phylacteries on his head — iyina pam iwa pron 
264...and phylacteries on his arm 
68... Teruma — mana 


X 


121...Doorway — "3% 

292...Mushrooms — dota 

234...Pitcher — NAMI 

59...Grill —xbanrs 

290...Keys — »ppx 

254...Blindness to the light of one’s eyes — xan KI 


al 


184...School of Eliyahu — amy 2 

259...Bathhouse — yma ma 

247...Priestly benediction — py n273 

21...Bashan and Gilad —avhs wa 

When Sennacherib — 23739 op oy myy ywa 
279...stood against them 


à 


111... The sciatic nerve — wait a 
185...The celestial sphere and constellations — nbin Dba 
64...Burning plaster — npin ppsa 


mi 
8.. Sprinkling — n% 
193...Sanctuary -V97 
215.. Reclining - 7207 

ii 


253...Sorb — XOTI 
mgY MPA MIDT PPT KIP 
His right thumb in his left — myy KPA worn xapn 
248...hand, and his left thumb in his right hand 
7...Sprinkling of its blood — sat nyt 


n 
The sun during the day and the — mym ova man 
186...night 
184...The sun over the settlement — awa man 
63... The mishna is incomplete - xema TiN 
254...Sea squill — ayn 


$ 


248... Yosef the Demon - KPH ADI 
245.. .Sea that King Solomon built — miw mwyw o 


z 
242...Cups — midis 
183...Cush and Egypt — Dwi waa 
264...Astrologers — ova 
The distance to the city of Modi'im — nbs) oyta nmaa 
180...in every direction 
288...The great city of Rome — i1 bw bin m 
272. . „Leeks = N13 


5 


There is a small gap — ava) wap pa w ppp b 
76...between the ramp and the altar 

47...Lulav — ab 

73... The shewbread — D577 ond 

144... The lizard that quivered — Ayn Ww mead 

166...Gathering bones — ninyy vip) 


n 


The threshold [iskupa] — NYI NAPPNA 
180. . .of the Temple courtyard 
181.. Mil- 
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285...Yurkamo — tap 
198...Becomes unfit [yistaev] — IKD 

=) 
70...Kamka — K3 


5 


275... To laud [/ekales] — Dyp 


n 
244...Brine [moraysa] — xD 
181.. Mil- 
10...Rebuking them [mekanteran] — pwp 


D 
151. ..A shared meal of friends [sibolet] — mbivo 
61...Fine flour [semida] - xPP 


5 


254...Bran [parei] — 165 
181...Parasangs [parsaot] — nixp wy 
142...Pot [patya] — tons 


P 
33...Cleaver [kofitz] — sip 


w 


x 
42...Multitude [okhlosa] — xpibaire 
62...Raw meat [umtza] — KYN 
292...Mushrooms [urdilaei] — dota 
168...Scalpel [izmel] -bnp 
249. . .lsparegus — DBO 
59...Grill [askela] — sba 
240... Delicate [istenis] — DFID 
133...Guardians [apotropsin] — posiwiax 
292...Afkoman — pipa% 
290...Keys [aklidei] — pop 
248...Ashmedai — * TAWN 


47...Shy [bazeiz] — ma 


À 


260. . .Paths [gazyata] — ya 
138...Gappa of the Romans — »x72197 x33 
64...Plaster [gipsis] — DD 


= 


127. . Waiter [dayyala] — Kya 


v 


59...Spit [shappud] - Taw 


140. . .Basket [tiring] - xo 


al 


151...Rav Pappa - x33 17 
26.. .Rabbi Eliezer — yy% an 


Rabbi Yishmael — Bi? saa brynu 27 
127. ..son of Rabbi Yosei 


26...Rabbi Akiva — KJP% 97 
36...Ravin — pay 


152...Ravina -NII 


w 
35... Shemaya and Avtalyon — ovary) mynw 
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g... The sons of Beteira - nYa 33 


1 


269.. Hillel — Soa 
9...Hillel Soa 


n 


The king and queen -b'ta an 727a Ja 
144...and Rabban Gamliel 


y 
140...Ulla—xbap 


p7 3 images © courtesy of the Temple Institute; p8 © courtesy of the Temple Institute; pọ both images © Tzilamti; 
p11 © courtesy of the Temple Institute; p15 left image © Ariely; p15 right image © Israel Krul; p33 © Wolfgang Sauber; p35 © Carlos 
Hagadol; p47 © CNG; p59 © Linda Spashett (Storye book); p76 © HaRav Menachem Makover, courtesy of Harenu Bevinyano; 
p11 © Dr. Yisrael Meir Levinger; p113 © Dr. Yisrael Meir Levinger; p134 2nd image © Pentocelo; p138 left image © Marsyas; 
p138 right image © PHGCOM; p139 left image © Golf Bravo; p139 middle image © Olaf Tausch; p139 right image © Ohr p; 
p144 © John J. Mosesso, NBII; p151 © Ariel Palmon; p163 1st image © Gugganij; p163 2nd image © Gugganij; p166 © Clara Amit, 
Yoram Lehman, Yael Yolovitch, Miki Koren, and Mariana Salzberger, courtesy of the Israel Antiquities Authority; p168 © Dr. Robert 


Lehrer, http://circcentral.tripod.com/knives.html; p180 right image © HaRav Menachem Makover, courtesy of Harenu Bevinyano; 
p181 © Ingsoc; p193 © HaRav Menachem Makover, courtesy of Harenu Bevinyano; p228 © Marie-Lan Nguyen, bequest of Edward T. 
ewell; p241 © Patrick J. Lynch, medical illustrator; p242 © Jastrow; p244 left image © Rumungg; p244 right image © Brian Negin; 
p245 1st image © Deror Avi; p245 2nd and 3rd images © courtesy of the Temple Institute; p247 © Tamar Hayardeni; p251 2nd image 
© Matthias Kabel; p251 3rd image © Clara Amit, Yoram Lehman, Yael Yolovitch, Miki Koren, and Mariana Salzberger, courtesy of 
he Israel Antiquities Authority; p254 1st image © James Steakley; p254 2nd image © Julio Reis; p255 © Marie-Lan Nguyen (2011), 
Peytel donation, 1914; p259 2nd image © lago Pillado; p264 both images © Eliahu Misgav; p271 © Mattes; p285 © Deutsche Fotothek; 
p286 1st image © Roderick Dailey; p 286 2nd image © Hanay; p286 3rd image © Zvi Roger; p288 © Zello; p290 © Clara Amit, Yoram 
Lehman, Yael Yolovitch, Miki Koren, and Mariana Salzberger, courtesy of the Israel Antiquities Authority. 


